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Ministry leaders are ill-prepared to execute the inevitable requirement of change
leadership. As a result of this leadership shortcoming, necessary change efforts are either
avoided or fail. During the Fundamentalist and Modernist Controversy of the early 20th Century,
J. Gresham Machen provided change leadership in response to doctrinal error in the church that
transformed his ministry context and Presbyterianism in the United States as it was then
structured. In Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians, Paul also exercised leadership to drive change away
from doctrinal error in the church. A case study examining Machen’s change leadership in light
of Paul’s example and in light of the eight-stage model for leading change developed by John P.
Kotter of Harvard Business School provides current ministry leaders with leadership lessons
learned for their change leadership efforts.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Introduction
Ministry leaders are ill-prepared to execute the inevitable requirement of change
leadership. A review of academic catalogs of theological seminaries or schools of divinity will
reveal little to no content in their course descriptions on the subject of leading change effectively.
For example, the academic catalog of Westminster Theological Seminary, the institution founded
by J. Gresham Machen, the subject of this research, does not mention the word change in its
foundational leadership courses: “Foundations for Leadership in the Local Church” or “Practices
of Leadership in the Local Church.”1 When change is mentioned in Westminster’s academic
catalog, it is mentioned in the context of pastoral counseling and refers primarily to change as a
part of an individual’s sanctification process.2 A search of Liberty University’s online archived
Graduate Catalog from 2018-2019 notes that at its Rawlings School of Divinity there are only
three courses that notably address the subject of leading change. The first course is CHMN 830
entitled “Change and Conflict in Church Revitalization” which states that the course is “an
advanced course for pastors and church leaders who are called to lead a church through the
process of church revitalization.” The course description also notes that students will indeed
learn “leadership skills to successfully navigate change.” Course CHMN 830 is a Doctor of
Ministry level course at the divinity school. The two other courses are in the divinity school’s
Doctor of Education program. Courses CLED 745 and CLED 840 also address change leadership
in some regard. Course CLED 745, “Leadership and Cultural Contextualization,” predominantly

1
Westminster Theological Seminary, “Academic Catalog: 2019-2020,” accessed April 8, 2020,
https://www.wts.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/2019-20-Catalog.pdf.
2

Ibid.

2
explores communication in the context of change, whereas CLED 840, “Change, Power and
Conflict in Leadership,” does address the “change process” and “students learn to lead change
effectively while leveraging the benefits of the disruption and conflict that innovative change
created.”3 While the Rawlings School of Divinity thus does address the subject of change
leadership in three courses, only two of the three courses deal with it specifically as a leadership
process in their course descriptions, and all three courses are taught only at the doctoral level and
not a part of the curriculum that prepares the majority of Liberty’s graduates for ministry
leadership. This scarcity of training on change leadership facilitates the reality that “many
congregational leaders are stumped about how congregational change occurs.”4 As a result of
this shortcoming in leadership development, the leaders who are eventually struck with facing
situations that require change either avoid such efforts or fail. Church leadership author and
speaker Carey Nieuwhof emphasizes this inevitable capability gap for ministry leaders in his
book Leading Change Without Losing It. Nieuwhof writes about the change leadership challenge
that:
…it’s a subject that all of us encounter, sometimes immediately, and definitely within a
year of assuming leadership of any kind. You necessarily run into it if you have any
amount of passion around your vision -your dream- for what you hope to accomplish in
ministry (or better put, what you pray God will accomplish through you). Dreamers
always try to bring about change. And dreamers almost always encounter opposition…I
learned many great things through my training for ministry, but I’m not sure we even had
one 10-minute conversation about how to navigate change, or opposition to change, as a
leader. Maybe that explains why this subject catches most of us off guard and
unprepared.5

Liberty University, “Graduate Catalog: 2018-2019,” accessed April 7, 2020,
https://www.liberty.edu/index.cfm?PID=19959&CatID=32&action=search.
3

4

Peter Coutts, Choosing Change: How to Motivate Churches to Face the Future (Bethesda, MD: Rowman
& Littlefield Publishers, 2013), 12.
5

Carey Nieuwhof, Leading Change Without Losing It: Five Strategies That Can Revolutionize How You
Lead Change When Facing Opposition (Cumming, GA: The rethink Group, Inc., 2012), 8.
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Thom Rainer, the former President of Lifeway Christian Resources, echoes Nieuwhof when he
writes about an email he received from a young pastor. The email detailed the frustration the
young pastor was experiencing in trying to lead his congregation in the process of change. The
pastor wrote Rainer that:
I am a pastor and I am about to give up. I have incredible seminary training where I
learned about theology, the Bible, Greek, Hebrew, etc. But I know zero about dealing
with conflict or leading the church in some changes.6
The pastor went on to write that as a result of the pressure caused by this inability to lead change,
“my wife wants me to quit. She feels the pressure too.”7 Rainer’s work notes that the pain caused
by the pastor’s ignorance of how to lead change caused the pastor to even question his calling to
the ministry indicating that this capability gap is potentially erosive to the Lord’s work.8
Ministry leaders are not professionally alone in the midst of this capability gap for change
leadership understanding. In its comments on John P. Kotter’s work on change leadership in a
short anthology of articles on change leadership that it deems “must reads,” Harvard Business
Review notes that “most major change initiatives—whether intended to boost quality, improve
culture, or reverse a corporate death spiral—generate only lukewarm results…many fail
miserably.”9
Ministry leaders, as well as leaders in all professions, will face the requirement of change
leadership, yet most remain underprepared for this immense responsibility that many will, as
Nieuwhof writes, face immediately during their leadership tenure.10 Thankfully, Scripture, the

6

Thom Rainer, Who Moved My Pulpit: Leading Change in the Church (Nashville, TN: B&H Publishing
Group, 2016), 1.
7

Ibid., 2.

8

Ibid.

9

Harvard Business Review, On Change Management (Boston: Harvard Business Review Press, 2011), 3.

10

Nieuwhof, 8.
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world of leadership theory, and church history provide resources to inform leaders who face the
inevitable challenge of change, so that such leaders are not caught without the requisite skills for
their change leadership responsibilities. These resources can grant leaders who are facing the
challenges of change leadership with the wisdom and courage to succeed. Courage and wisdom
are both attributes that allude to the title of this work and to the refrain of the hymn “God of
Grace and God of Glory” by Harry Emerson Fosdick who ironically was a primary catalyst for
the change pursued by J. Gresham Machen.
During the Fundamentalist and Modernist Controversy of the early 20th Century, J.
Gresham Machen provided change leadership that transformed his ministry context and
Presbyterianism in the United States as it was then structured. The requirement for change in
Machen’s context and his reciprocal leadership in the face of it led to significant educational and
ecclesiastical transformational change. The level of change included the founding of a new
theological seminary, the establishment of an independent organization for foreign missions, and
the establishment of a new Presbyterian denomination, as well as the transfer of the ecclesiastical
credentials of many well-known clergymen into that new denomination. These changes were to
be the last actions and major elements of the legacy of Machen’s historic leadership, and they are
informative for leaders facing transformational change requirements even today. As noted, a lack
of a clear understanding of the requirements of successful change leadership is not unique to the
ministerial profession. Other professions have faced this capability gap and sought to close it in
the development of their leadership doctrine. Some such theoretical answers to the challenge of
change have been developed at Harvard Business School. Therefore, a case study examining
Machen’s change leadership in light of the eight-stage model for leading change developed by

.
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John P. Kotter during his tenure at Harvard Business School will provide current ministry leaders
with an example of best practices for their change leadership efforts.
Ministry Context
The current ministry context is nontraditional as the researcher is an active duty Army
Chaplain currently serving in an exceptional assignment teaching Strategic Leadership to
emerging senior Department of Defense leaders in the Command, Leadership, and Management
department of one of the Department of Defense’s Senior Service Colleges. Senior Service
Colleges serve as the premier level of Professional Military Education and are master’s degreeproducing institutions. The researcher’s institution, for example, grants a Master of Strategic
Studies (MSS) degree that is regionally accredited by the Middle States Commission on Higher
Education. Given this unusual ministry context, this research will examine a case study of the
change leadership of a religious leader who exercised it. In this light, the context in which the
researcher will explore the case study is a combination of church history and a business
leadership model in the light of biblical leadership principles. More specifically, the church
history explored will consist of the ministry leadership of J. Gresham Machen during the
Fundamentalist and Modernist Controversy in American Presbyterianism in the early Twentieth
Century. Also, the business leadership model explored will be that of the eight stages for
transformative change leadership discussed by John Kotter in his book Leading Change.
In terms of the practical application of the research, the context which will potentially be
best served by this research is that of spiritual leadership exercised for God’s glory in ministry
endeavors ranging from the local church to educational institutions to para-church ministries and
beyond. In that light, all ministry contexts where change leadership is required of ministry
leaders are the potential venues of application for this research. This primary context of

.
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application represents a foundational connection to the researcher’s primary calling to serve in
Gospel ministry leadership as an ordained Teaching Elder in the Presbyterian Church in America
(PCA), a denomination with strong historic and doctrinal connections to the leadership and
worldview of Machen.
The researcher is also; however, a faculty member at a Senior Service College, and as
such, a secondary context of application will be in his instruction on the subject of change
leadership to the college’s student body. Students at Senior Service Colleges are emerging
strategic leaders and as Craig Bullis of the United States Army War College notes, “strategic
change management” is one of the technical competencies such leaders must possess to execute
the demands of successfully leading “very large hierarchical organizations.”11 Army Doctrinal
Reference Manual (ADRM) 6-22 describes the Army’s view on leadership and notes that:
While all levels of leaders lead change, strategic level leaders make the most sweeping
changes and ones that focus on the most distant time horizon. Strategic leaders guide
their organizations through eight distinct steps if their initiatives for change are to make
lasting progress. The critical steps of the leading change process are—
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Demonstrate a sense of urgency by showing both the benefits and necessity for
change.
Form guiding coalitions to work change from concept through implementation.
With the guiding coalitions, develop a vision of the future and strategy for making
it a reality.
Clearly communicate the future vision to be embraced by all members.
Empower subordinates at all levels to pursue widespread, parallel efforts.
Plan for short-term successes to validate key programs and keep the vision
credible.
Consolidate the successful programs to produce further change.
Ensure that the change is culturally preserved12

11

Tom Galvin and Dale Watson, eds, Strategic Leadership: Primer for Senior Leaders (Carlisle, PA: U.S.
Army War College Press, 2019), 67.
12

U.S. Department of the Army, Army Leadership, Army Doctrinal Reference Publication 6-22
(Washington, DC: U.S. Department of the Army, August 2012), 11-5.
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Thus, the researcher’s students possess professional requirements to understand change
leadership and the ability to execute it amid the nation’s strategic national security requirements.
Of note in the quote above is that the critical steps of the leading change process articulated for
strategic leaders in ADRM 6-22 are each adaptations of John Kotter’s eight stages of leading
successful transformational change. Therefore, an assessment of Machen’s change leadership in
light of Kotter’s eight stages for change will inform, primarily at the background level, the
secondary application of the researcher’s instruction on the subject to his students in the current
Senior Service College ministry context.
Statement of the Problem
Change leadership is an inevitable requirement in any organization from a family to an
institution, to an organization, or a church. Change leadership is also a difficult, inevitable
leadership requirement. Change leadership, though inevitable, is not sufficiently discussed in the
training of ministry leaders during their seminary preparation for their respective callings. As a
result, ministry leaders, both novice and experienced, are left unprepared for this complex
leadership requirement. Despite this capability gap in the leadership competency of ministry
leaders, change remains a dynamic that all organizations experience and through which ministry
leaders will lead congregations or organizations either effectively or ineffectively. This lack of
change leadership training amid inevitable requirements for the application of change leadership
can well result in situational leadership failure for ministry leaders who are otherwise highly
skilled in multiple other aspects of ministry.
Purpose Statement
The primary purpose of this project is to examine the change leadership of J. Gresham
Machen in the context of Kotter’s eight stages of change leadership in order to fill a capability
gap regarding change leadership that exists in the leadership skills of ministry leaders. As a result
.
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of this purpose, this study aims to equip ministry leaders for their successful exercise of change
leadership, so that they and their ministries experience change positively. A secondary purpose is
to enhance the education of Senior Service College students in the researcher’s current ministry
context on the subject of change leadership.
Thesis Statement
This project will examine J. Gresham Machen’s exercise of change leadership through
the lenses of John Kotter’s eight stages for leading change with the intent of first demonstrating
that Kotter’s eight stages present an architecture that can effectively articulate Machen’s change
leadership during his commitment to Gospel faithfulness amid the Modernist and Fundamentalist
Controversy. Secondly, this research will demonstrate that Kotter’s work is effective in
presenting change leadership practices for current ministry leaders which they can employ amid
their own change leadership requirements.
Definitions
Modernism. For the purposes of this paper, the attributes of theological Modernism, a
theological worldview that grew out of the higher criticism that emerged during the nineteenth
century, are best encapsulated in three points articulated by William Hutchison in his work The
Modernist Impulse in American Protestantism. Of those three attributes or characteristics
Hutchison writes:
I have found …that when “modernism” finally became a common term in the early part
of this [twentieth] century, it generally meant three things: first and most visibly, it meant
the conscious, intended adaptation of religious ideas to modern culture…two further and
deeper notions were important. One was the idea that God is immanent in human
development and revealed through it. The other was a belief that human society is
moving toward realization (even though it may never attain the reality) of the Kingdom
of God.13

13

William H. Hutchison, The Modernist Impulse in American Protestantism (Durham, NC: Duke
University Press, 1992), 2.
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In Understanding Fundamentalism and Evangelicalism, George Marsden points out that
Modernism, or Liberalism as Machen will refer to it in his book Christianity and Liberalism, was
an attempt in the aftermath of higher criticism, and also Darwinism, to save the intellectual
reputation and substance of Protestantism. Marsden notes that as new approaches to theology,
Scripture, and the creation emerged, Protestants who held to traditional views of such things had
to, as Hutchison writes, adapt to modern cultural thought or otherwise seemingly resign to
membership in the collective group of intellectual antiques.14 Edwin Rian, a man who would at
various times serve on both sides of theological divides of the conflict in question, said that
Modernism is defined by the reality that “it denies the supernatural basis of Christianity and
substitutes for it a social and moral naturalism.”15 John Piper relays that for Machen the
“negative impulses” or characteristics of Modernism were:
(1) a suspicion of the past that is natural in view of the stunning advances of recent
decades; it does seem as if the past is of relatively little value; (2) skepticism about truth
and a replacement of the category of true with the category of useful (pragmaticism,
utilitarianism); (3) the denial that the supernatural, if there is any such thing, can break
into the world.16
The late J. I. Packer, an Anglican theologian, summarizes American Liberalism, described in the
context of the addressed controversy as Modernism, excellently in five primary attributes:
1. God’s character is one of pure benevolence – benevolence, that is, without standards.
All men are His children, and sin separates no one from His love. The Fatherhood of
God and the brotherhood of man are alike universal.
2. There is a divine spark in every man. All men, therefore, are good at heart, and need
nothing more than encouragement to allow their natural goodness to express itself.

14

George M. Marsden, Understanding Fundamentalism and Evangelicalism (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1991), 32-33.
15

Edwin H. Rian, The Presbyterian Conflict (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1940),

16

John Piper, 21 Servants of Sovereign Joy: Faithful, Flawed and Fruitful (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2018),

3.
462.
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3. Jesus is man’s Saviour only in the sense that He is man’s perfect Teacher and
Example. We should regard Him simply as the first Christian, our elder brother in the
world-wide family of God. He was not divine in any unique sense. He was God only
in the sense that He was a perfectly God-conscious and God-guided man. He was not
born of a virgin; He did not work miracles, in the sense of ‘mighty works’ of divine
creative power; and He did not rise from the dead.
4. Just as Christ differs from other men only comparatively, not absolutely, so
Christianity differs from other religions not generically, but merely as the best and
highest type of religion that has yet appeared. All religions are forms of the same
religion, just as all men are members of the same divine family. It follows, of course,
that Foreign Missions should not aim to convert from one faith to another, but rather
to promote a cross-fertilizing inter-change whereby each religion may be enriched
through the contribution of all others.
5. The Bible is not a divine record or revelation, but a human testament of religion; and
Christian doctrine is not the God-given word which must create and control Christian
experience. The truth is opposite. Christian experience is directly infectious within
the Christian community—it is ‘caught’ like mumps; and this experience creates and
controls Christian doctrine, which is merely an attempt to give it verbal
expression…The New Testament contains the earliest attempts to express the
Christian experience in words; its value lies in the fact that it is a first-hand witness to
that experience. Other generations, however, must express the same experience in
different words.17
Fundamentalism. As Fundamentalism is a term loaded in current times with immense
political connotation and additional definition from its original religious use, it is important to
define what it means for this paper and what it meant in early twentieth-century Protestantism in
America. As Modernists attempted to adapt their worldview to the new theological and scientific
views of their culture, they moved away from traditional orthodox Christian beliefs such as the
inerrancy of Scripture, the virgin birth of Christ, substitutionary atonement, the bodily
resurrection of Christ, a belief that Christ will come again and most other supernatural tenets
revealed in the Bible. Theological traditionalists, however, deemed such beliefs to be essential to
true orthodox Christianity and some such individuals wrote a series of publications about these
fundamentals. Though Fundamentalists are often deemed by some to be fringe members of

17

J. I. Packer, Fundamentalism and the Word of God (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing
Co., 1958), 25-26.
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Protestantism in current culture, the authors of The Fundamentals included many notable
clergymen and theologians of the day including members of the Princeton Theological Seminary
faculty such as B. B. Warfield and Charles Erdman. Authors from the United Kingdom and the
continent of Europe were also included, as well as authors from institutions that are in no way
associated with the current understanding of Fundamentalism today such as Oberlin College.
Marsden notes that as time progressed, some Fundamentalists, originally simply orthodox
Christians who held to basic traditional tenets of the faith, began to embrace and add other views
and dynamics such as Premillennialism.18 Others in the Fundamentalists’ sphere began to
incorporate the necessity of revivalism or a commitment to the holiness movement, whereas
others adopted Prohibition as a tenet of their Fundamentalism.19 For the purpose of this work,
Fundamentalism is akin to the spirit and views of those that penned “The Fundamentals;” a
commitment to historic Christian orthodoxy.
Machen personally was resistant to the term “Fundamentalism” and would not classify
himself as one. Hutchison points out that:
To use such a term would imply that there are Christian subcategories of which liberalism
might be one. And that was not the case, in Machen’s view; whatever is not fundamental
is not Christianity at all.20
John Piper gives a concise list of reasons Machen resisted full affiliation with Fundamentalism
and avoided the application of the term to himself. As Piper notes, Machen disapproved of:
•
•
•
•
18

The absence of historical perspective;
The lack of appreciation of scholarship;
The substitution of brief, skeletal creeds for the historic confessions;
The lack of concern with precise formulation of Christian doctrine;

Ibid., 3.

19

Stephen J. Nichols, J. Gresham Machen: A Guided Tour of His Life and Thoughts (Phillipsburg, NJ:
Puritan & Reformed Publishing, 2004), 49.
20

Hutchison, 262.
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•
•

The pietistic, perfectionist tendencies (i.e., a lack of effort to transform culture);
and
A penchant for future chiliasm (or: premillennialism)21

As Piper so succinctly states, Machen did not consider himself a Fundamentalist, because he
“was on the other side of all these issues.”22 In his biography of Machen, Ned Stonehouse
includes a letter from Machen to F. E. Robinson after the latter had contacted Machen requesting
Machen consider serving as President of Bryan Memorial University. In his reply to decline the
offer, Machen addresses his view on the term Fundamentalist:
…consistent Christianity, to my mind, is found only in the Reformed or Calvinistic Faith:
and consistent Christianity, I think, is the Christianity easiest to defend. Hence I never
call myself a ‘Fundamentalist.’ There is, indeed, no inherent objection to the term; and if
the disjunction is between ‘Fundamentalism’ and ‘Modernism,’ then I am willing to call
myself a Fundamentalist of the most pronounced type. But, what I prefer to call myself is
not a ‘Fundamentalist’ but a ‘Calvinist’— that is, an adherent of the Reformed Faith. As
such I regard myself as standing in the great current of the church’s life – the current
which flows down from the word of God through Augustine and Calvin, and which has
found noteworthy expression in America in the great tradition represented by Charles
Hodge and Benjamin Breckinridge Warfield and the other representatives of the
‘Princeton School.’ I have the warmest sympathy with other evangelical churches, and a
keen sense of agreement with them about those Christian convictions which are today
being most insistently assailed; but, for the present at least, I think I can best serve my
fellow-Christians—even those who belong to ecclesiastical bodies different from my own
—by continuing to be identified, very specifically with the Presbyterian Church.23
Stonehouse’s inclusion of this letter conveys, in part, why Machen did not assume the title of
Fundamentalist, but it also, more importantly, demonstrates his devotion to the truths and
traditions, the places and purposes he loved more. His passion for these things and his pain
resulting from their harm are uniquely tied to his defense of them and his exercise of change
leadership on their behalf. So, though personally resistant to the term or classification concerning

21

Piper, 459.

22

Ibid.

23
Ned B. Stonehouse, J. Gresham Machen: A Biographical Memoir, 4th ed. (Carlisle, PA: The Banner of
Truth Trust, 2019), 498-499.
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himself, when it became an issue of clarifying theological allegiance and defending what he
believed was Christian orthodoxy, Machen “willingly identified with the term (fundamentalism)
as contrasted with theological liberalism or modernism.”24
Modernist and Fundamentalist Controversy in American Presbyterianism. As
suggested by the two preceding definitions, the Modernist and Fundamentalist controversy in
American Presbyterianism was a subset of controversy between the adherents of the two
worldviews within American Protestantism. As the theological debate emerged in Protestantism,
factions of both sides also emerged in Presbyterian circles. Presbyterianism in the early 20th
century in America was the classic example of the growth of Liberalism in a denomination and
this controversial era of the church was ironically broadcasted to the public through the sermon
of a Baptist clergyman. Henry Emerson Fosdick was an ordained Baptist minister who was a
faculty member at Union Theological Seminary in New York City, which until 1893 was a
Presbyterian theological seminary, but was independent at the time of the controversy. Fosdick
was also serving as the primary preacher at the First Presbyterian Church in New York City. On
May 21, 1922, “the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. was wracked by conflict” for the next
fourteen years after Fosdick preached a sermon entitled “Shall the Fundamentalists Win?”25 In
the sermon, he addressed major tenets considered non-negotiable doctrines of the Christian faith
by the Fundamentalists, namely the inerrancy of Holy Scripture, the virgin birth of Jesus Christ,
Jesus Christ’s substitutionary atonement for sin on the Cross, and Christ’s physical return or
second coming. Fosdick articulated alternative understandings of these doctrines for adoption in
light of the Modernist perspective toward each tenet. Fosdick wrote in his autobiography that his

24

Sean Michael Lucas, J. Gresham Machen (Durham, UK: Evangelical Press, 2015), 39.

25

Bradley J. Longfield, The Presbyterian Controversy: Fundamentalists, Modernists & Moderates (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1991), 4.
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intent with the sermon was for it to serve as a “plea for tolerance, for a church inclusive enough
to take in both liberals and conservatives without either trying to drive the other out.”26 Fosdick
also characterized his message as such in correspondence with Clarence E. Macartney indicating
his goal was “contrasting extreme conservative and extreme liberal positions in the interest of
saying that even when people are as far apart as these positions, one must still strive to keep
them within the fellowship of the family of Christ.”27 Edwin Rian; however, wrote of the sermon
that it “was the signal for a new and public outbreak of the conflict between the forces of historic
Christianity and modern liberalism within the Presbyterian Church in the USA.”28 Rian’s
assessment is reflective of the historic reality as opposed to Fosdick’s autobiographical stated
intent. In fact, in his autobiography, Fosdick recalls receiving the encouragement of Dr. Edgar
Whitaker Work, the chairman of the committee of the New York Presbytery charged with
responding to the impact of Fosdick’s sermon by the denomination’s General Assembly. Fosdick
recorded that Work wrote to him and requested that Fosdick “express some doubt as to your own
judgment in preaching the sermon ‘Shall the Fundamentalists Win?’” Fosdick left no doubt in his
reply to Work that his sermon conveyed his deep commitment to the liberal gospel he
proclaimed. Fosdick wrote:
No one who knows me personally, hears me preach, lecture, or reads my books, can for a
moment suppose that I take an apologetic and deprecatory attitude toward the gospel I
preach. Upon the contrary, I am proud of it; believe in it; I stand by it. With all the
inevitable limitations and mistakes, I am sure that it has in it the seeds of hope for the
future generation. I do not apologize for it; I proclaim it; and everybody knows it.29
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Fosdick’s sermon of Modernist conviction received wide circulation after Ivy Ledbetter Lee, a
historically renown figure in the field of public relations and a dedicated disciple of liberal
Christianity, reprinted and distributed the sermon nationally under the title “The New
Knowledge and the Christian Faith.”30 Called the “nation’s most artful public relations man,”
Lee’s publication, with the financial support of John D. Rockefeller, Jr., was sent to every
ordained Protestant clergyman in America which equated to approximately 130,000 individuals
at that time.31 The first individual to vigorously react publicly and homiletically to Fosdick’s
sermon and the follow-on printed pamphlet of the homily was Clarence E. Macartney who was
then the pastor of Arch Street Presbyterian Church in Philadelphia. Macartney preached a
sermon in response entitled “Shall Unbelief Win?” in which Macartney answered and countered
the Modernist perspectives covered in Fosdick’s sermon with traditional perspectives. Like
Fosdick’s sermon, Macartney’s sermon was also published and widely distributed to include
dissemination in The Presbyterian, a denominational periodical. It should be noted that before
responding to Fosdick, Macartney did correspond repeatedly with Fosdick to ensure he
understood Fosdick’s positions and was referencing his views appropriately.32 As events
progressed, Macartney would continue as a leader in the Fundamentalist cause, but in time the
controversy spread beyond pulpits and homiletical advocacy to shape broader ecclesiastical
history and leave lasting impacts on denominational affairs.
Shortly after Fosdick’s sermon, the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church in the
U.S.A. reaffirmed the contents of a document named the “Five Point Deliverance” which was a
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response to challenges from Modernists and which required that candidates for ordination in the
church must adhere to the traditional understandings of the doctrines of Scripture’s inspiration
and inerrancy, Christ’s virgin birth, Christ’s substitutionary atonement, his bodily resurrection
and the miracles of his earthly ministry. The five points of the “Five Point Deliverance” were
also called “The Five Fundamentals.”33 In response to the General Assembly’s affirmation of the
“Five Point Deliverance,” a large group of Presbyterian clergy met in Auburn, New York, and
issued a response that came to be referred to as the “Auburn Affirmation,” a document
eventually signed by over 1200 Presbyterians, that rejected the demands of the “Five Point
Deliverance” and the required adherence to the “Five Fundamentals” for ordination in the
church. Amid these events, Fosdick’s sermon, the Auburn Affirmation, and like occurrences,
Machen emerged to defend the traditional faith and emerged as its primary representative
through the publication of two major works; Christianity and Liberalism and What is Faith? So
predominantly did Machen’s influence arise through these works, through other writings, and
through sermons and other public pronouncements, that he has since been considered by some to
be “the singular spokesman for the rigorous defense of orthodox Christianity in response to the
challenge of liberalism.”34
In the 1930s, Fosdick took the pulpit of the new Riverside Church, where he moved after
he left New York’s First Presbyterian Church, and preached a sermon entitled “The Church Must
go Beyond Modernism.” In the sermon, Fosdick announced his opinion that a more progressive
theology beyond Modernism was required. Fosdick announced that this progressive theology
was indebted to Modernism, but Christianity needed to go beyond a “preoccupation with
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intellectualism” and the adaptation of faith and new knowledge and serve as an ethical and
spiritual challenge to its culture rather than “harmonize” with the knowledge of the culture.35
When he preached his more famous sermon at First Presbyterian Church of New York City;
however, Fosdick was a standard-bearing representative of Modernism and in response, Machen
was a representative of orthodox Christianity. Both individuals represented opposing sides in a
theological and denominational controversy that would battle for more than a decade over
doctrine, ecclesiastical requirements, the structure of Princeton Theological Seminary, and the
role and administration of foreign missions by the church.
Change Leadership. John Kotter’s eight stages described in his book Leading Change
are all components of his findings on change leadership. Those eight stages will provide the
primary architecture to this research, but to define Kotter’s understanding of change leadership
an examination of his prior work in A Force for Change: How Leadership Differs from
Management is prudent. From this earlier work, one can summarize that by change leadership
Kotter means “establishing where a group of people should go, getting them lined up in that
direction and committed to movement, and then energizing them to overcome the inevitable
obstacles they will encounter…”36 Kotter notes that “effective” leadership “moves people to a
place in which both they and those who depend on them are genuinely better off” and that the
“function implicit in this belief is constructive or adaptive change.”37 Kotter further states that
such constructive change leadership relies on “three subprocesses,” namely “establishing
direction,” “aligning people” and “motivating and inspiring” people.38 In summary, Kotter
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believes that leadership that establishes direction, aligns people, and motivates and inspires
people to successfully move in a direction that serves their best interests as well as the interests
of those that they support is effective change leadership.
Senior Service College. A Senior Service College is a Department of Defense (DOD)
educational institution at which students participate in the premier level of professional military
education and study issues related to National Security and Strategy. Each Armed Service within
DOD possesses a Senior Service College, but there are also Senior Service Colleges separate
from the Armed Services themselves such as the National War College and the Eisenhower
School for National Security and Resource Strategy, formerly known as the Industrial College of
the Armed Forces. Though each of the Senior Service Colleges possesses its own unique
dynamics, a primary purpose amongst them all is:
…to prepare future military and civilian leaders for high-level policy, command and
staff responsibilities requiring joint and Service operational expertise and warfighting
skills by educating them in the diplomatic, informational, military, and economic
dimensions of the strategic security environment and the effect of those dimensions on
strategy formulation, implementation, and campaigning.39
According to the Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the goal of education at
Senior Service Colleges is “to develop agile and adaptive leaders with the requisite values,
strategic vision, and thinking skills to keep pace with the changing strategic environment.”40
Each of these institutions possesses a demographic population of students from each of the
Armed Services, from international partner nations, as well as from civilian employees of
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multiple U.S. Government agencies within and outside of the DOD. The Senior Service Colleges
are regionally accredited master’s degree-producing institutions.
John P. Kotter. John Kotter is the Konosuke Matsushita Professor of Leadership,
Emeritus at Harvard Business School, and is “widely regarded as the foremost speaker on the
topics of Leadership and Change.”41 Kotter holds degrees from Harvard University and the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Kotter received both tenure and a full professorship at
Harvard at the age of 33 “making him one of the youngest people in the history of the University
to be so honored.”42 Kotter’s work Leading Change, through which this research will explore the
change leadership of J. Gresham Machen, is an international best-selling book and was voted by
TIME magazine as “one of the 25 most influential business management books ever
written.”43
Delimitations
This research will examine J. Gresham Machen’s exercise of change leadership,
primarily as exercised during the Modernist and Fundamentalist Controversy in American
Presbyterianism, and will only address Machen’s life and scholarship as they support that
leadership examination. Though Presbyterianism in America today is made of multiple
denominations of both liberal and traditional theological perspectives, this research will
primarily only examine the conflict within the denomination then known as the Presbyterian
Church in the U.S.A. and to some degree in the Presbyterian Church of America; later the
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Orthodox Presbyterian Church. Also, this research will only examine Machen’s change
leadership predominantly through the lenses of John Kotter’s eight stages for effective change
leadership. The work of others in the field of change leadership will be examined in light of its
connection to Kotter’s thoughts and conclusions.
Limitations
Due to the non-traditional ministry context of the researcher, this research is limited to a
historical case study on the change leadership of J. Gresham Machen during the Modernist and
Fundamentalist Controversy in American Presbyterianism. The research will be limited to
bibliographic research, primarily of secondary sources, conducted at the theological libraries of
Westminster Theological Seminary in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and Liberty University in
Lynchburg, Virginia, as well as, the research library of the U.S. Army War College in Carlisle,
Pennsylvania.
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CHAPTER TWO: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

This chapter describes the broad architecture upon which the research is structured. The
chapter will first discuss the theoretical framework of the research which is rooted in the change
leadership theory of John P. Kotter. Secondly, the chapter will discuss the theological framework
of the research which is explored primarily in the Apostle Paul’s epistle to the Galatians. Finally,
the chapter will review the literature of note to the researcher in the areas of Kotter’s change
model, the epistle to the Galatians, and the life and work of J. Gresham Machen.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework of this research rests primarily on the foundation of the eight
stages for change leadership articulated by John P. Kotter in his international best-selling book
entitled Leading Change. Kotter’s ideas in Leading Change were first published in an article for
Harvard Business Review (HBR) entitled “Leading Change: Why Transformation Efforts Fail.”
Kotter’s article in HBR was motivated by his observations of over 100 national and international
companies, both renowned and lesser-known, as they traversed the challenge of transformational
change with varying degrees of success and failure. Of their experiences, Kotter wrote that “a
few of these corporate change efforts have been successful. A few have been utter failures. Most
fall somewhere in between, with a distinct tilt toward the lower end of the scale.”44
Overall, Kotter found that seventy percent of the organizations he observed experienced negative
results in their efforts to integrate “substantial changes” into their organizational life and
practices.45 He further notes that the broader impact on an organization of a seventy percent
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failure rate is enormously negative.46 Kotter’s article containing his change leadership
observations rapidly became HBR’s most reprinted article due to its readership’s resonance with
Kotter’s analysis of the reasons change efforts fail and the value of his eight stages for successful
change leadership to correct his observed eight reasons for failure.47 The popularity and
practicality of his article then led to the publication of his findings more prominently in the book
Leading Change.48 Both that article and the concepts found in his corresponding book were
based on his fifteen years of analysis of “significant useful change in organizations via
restructuring, reengineering…and cultural renewal.”49 This research explores the leadership of
change in connection with the latter dynamic listed above, namely “cultural renewal.” Both the
Apostle Paul and J. Gresham Machen sought doctrinal “cultural renewal” in the churches they
addressed particularly through a renewed focus on orthodox Christian doctrine and the impact of
right biblical thinking on the corresponding culture of the church. The works of other thinkers in
the field of change leadership will be addressed only as they augment Kotter’s stages of change
leadership.
As noted, Kotter initially approaches change leadership through his analysis of the key
eight reasons he finds that transformational efforts fail. He then goes on to postulate eight
corrective steps for those eight common causes of change failure. Kotter observed that
organizations that employed these eight positive stages represented ten percent of those
organizations he observed and that in their endeavors to pursue positive change, “they achieved
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more than would have been thought possible.”50 These eight corrective measures amount to his
eight stages for successful change leadership. Examining Machen’s change leadership during the
Modernist and Fundamentalist Controversy, informed by Paul’s example in Galatians, equates to
this research’s theoretical architecture. A brief look at Kotter’s eight stages follows here.
Kotter initially points out that the first error organizations commit when initiating a
change effort is “allowing too much complacency.”51 If complacency is allowed to persist
amongst the members of an organization undergoing a transformational effort, then members of
the organization will “cling to the status quo and resist initiatives…toward healthy organizational
change.”52 Any resulting change that does occur amid such complacency will result in “surface
bureaucratic talk,” rather than necessary substantive change.53 Kotter’s first corrective stage to
eliminate complacency and initiate positive change is “establishing a sense of urgency.”54 In
Kotter’s terms, generating urgency requires the elimination “of sources of complacency.”55
Eliminating this complacency requires leadership willing to take bold action and willing to
assume risk in the removal of complacency with the belief that the reciprocal urgency generated
will facilitate positive transformational growth for the organization.56 A real sense of urgency is
not characterized by freneticism, but is “highly positive and highly focused” and inspires people
undergoing change to focus intently and eagerly.57 This productive focus on positive change
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helps eliminate entrenched distractions instead of fostering potential negative fixation on them.58
Kotter emphasizes the importance of urgency to successful change by noting that even leaders of
high capability and exceptional resources “can suffer greatly” without establishing it effectively
at the initiation of a change process.59 Kotter goes on to note that for entities that fail during the
challenge of change that “the number-one problem they have is all about creating a sense of
urgency—and that’s the first stage in a series of actions needed to succeed in a changing
world.”60 After a change leader effectively establishes a sense of urgency about the need for
change, Kotter’s methodology informs change leaders that transformational change is not a
solitary process.
Kotter’s second stage for leading change that this research will address is “creating the
guiding coalition.”61 As high-profile organizational change efforts are often associated with a
“highly visible individual” like the turnaround of Chrysler corporation under Lee Iacocca, many
ascribe the successful change to dynamic individuals. Americans are accustomed to this
misleading dynamic. In a letter dated March 17, 1787, American Revolutionary War hero and
United States’ first Secretary of War Major General Henry Knox, wrote to George Washington
encouraging him to proactively participate in the proposed Constitutional Convention noting that
such actions on his part may well earn Washington “the glorious republican epithet—The Father
of Your Country.”62 To this day, Washington is still revered as the “Father of our Country,” but
it is well worth noting that in his letter, Knox was encouraging Washington’s participation in a
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convention of Founding Fathers who worked together arduously to author the Constitution on
which the United States was transformed from a confederation of states into a constitutional
republic.63 Washington was certainly a change leader, if not the key leader, in that
transformation, but he was not a singular agent of change. Kotter writes of the idea that
exceptional individuals create change alone, that “this is a very dangerous belief,” because the
energy required to sustain successful change is beyond the scope of normal individual leaders.64
The belief that individuals alone can sustain change then is Kotter’s second change fallacy and
he states that “efforts that lack a sufficiently powerful guiding coalition can make apparent
progress for a while…but sooner or later, countervailing forces undermine the initiatives.”65 To
overcome such “countervailing forces,” Kotter’s analysis determines that a “strong guiding
coalition is always needed” if a transformational change is to succeed and last.66 This coalition
must be built of leaders with credibility, skill, and the requisite power to influence the change
positively. Also, the coalition must be founded on trust and centered on a common goal.67
Kotter’s third and fourth stages of change involve vision and the communication of that
vision. Kotter believes change fails because vision is underestimated and under-communicated.
Kotter states that vision is required to “align and inspire” change while also ensuring it is not
diverted in the direction of “confusing, incompatible, and time-consuming projects that go in the
wrong direction.”68 While Kotter is imperative about the importance of vision, his work accepts

63

Ibid.

64

Kotter, Leading Change, 53.

65

Ibid., 6.

66

Ibid., 54.

67

Ibid., 68.

68

Ibid., 8.

.

26
that the reader already has a defined understanding of the concept. Kotter’s work is not focused
primarily on ministry leaders, so George Barna is helpful in this regard. Barna writes that “vision
for ministry is a clear mental image of a preferable future imparted by God to His chosen
servants to advance His kingdom and is based on an accurate understanding of God, self, and
circumstances.”69 Barna’s attributes for vision are informative for leaders of change inside or
outside of the ministry. Those attributes of vision articulated by Barna are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Vision is clear
Vision is preferable to the current state
Vision concentrates on the future
Vision is from God
Vision is a gift to leaders that is tailored to their circumstances
Vision reflects a realistic perspective
Vision is dreaming the most possible dream
Vision is built on reality70

Barna’s second attribute above particularly highlights Kotter’s emphasis on vision’s essentiality
to successful change, because as Barna writes, “In suggesting that vision deal with that which is
preferable, the definition insinuates that vision entails change. Vision is never about maintaining
the status quo. Vision is about stretching reality to extend beyond the existing state.”71 Vision is
not about the status quo, nor is it a subject germane in the change leadership of only business and
ministry organizations. Colin Powell, former Secretary of State and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, writes in his book on leadership that “followers need to know where their leaders are
taking them and for what purpose…Good leaders set vision…”72 In the ministry context of this
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researcher, Senior Service College students are taught that the ability to cast a vision for the
organization is a critical competency of a strategic leader and that:
…the leader must be able to envision the future. This involves understanding and
evaluating the relationship between the organization’s past, the present, and significant
trends in the environment to create a depiction of the future that is aspirational, attainable,
and grounded within the organization’s historical context.73
This required competency for vision in senior military leaders echoes Barna in his definition of
the subject and echoes Kotter in his emphasis that “the guiding team creates sensible, clear,
simple, uplifting visions and sets of strategies.”74 According to Kotter, such vision is essential
and a lack of it is always a component of those organizations that experience minor success in
change leadership experiences.75
While Kotter notes that vision is essential, he also states that the vision cannot be
“locked in a room with the guiding team,” but must be “widely communicated” by the team
across the organization.76 As Kotter notes, “The real power of a vision is unleashed only when
most of those involved in an enterprise…have a common understanding of its goals and
directions.”77 For transformational change, Kotter calls for communication of the vision that is
simple, metaphorical, repetitive, modeled, explained, and mutually shared and understood.78
While Kotter’s eight stages are the framework for this research, there are some in the
field who separate those eight stages into three parts. Such separation into three parts is typically
done by associating Kotter’s stages with analysis by Kurt Lewin on change in an article he wrote
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for Human Relations in 1947 entitled “Frontiers in Group Dynamics: Concept, Method and
Reality in Social Science; Social Equilibria and Social Change.” Lewin was a German American
psychologist who taught at Cornell University, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and Duke
University. Deep in his article for Human Relations, Lewin briefly describes a construct for
change that became his most lasting legacy from that broader article. In a section with the
subtitle “Changing and Three Steps: Unfreezing, Moving, and Freezing of Group Standards,”
Lewin breaks change into three activities, namely “unfreeze,” “change or moving” and “freeze.”
He notes that any successful change in a group’s life includes these three aspects.79 For the
purposes of this research, it is valuable to connect Kotter’s eight stages to Lewin’s three-phase
structure to provide clarity and brevity. Kotter’s four stages mentioned above correspond to
Lewin’s “unfreeze” phase. Kotter’s next three stages which are “empowering broad-based
action,” generating short-term wins,” and “consolidating gains and producing more change” all
correspond to Lewin’s “moving” phase. Kotter’s last stage is “anchoring new approaches in the
culture” and this stage corresponds to Lewin’s “freeze” phase in a change during a group’s life.
Kotter draws the connection between Lewin’s model and his own eight steps early in his book
Leading Change when he writes the following:
The first four steps in the transformation process help defrost a hardened status quo. If
change were easy, you wouldn’t need all that effort. Phases five to seven then introduce
many new practices. The last stage grounds the changes in the corporate culture and helps
make them stick.80
Kotter’s use of terms and phrases like “defrost,” “introduce many new practices,” and “ground
the change” reflect a strong connection to Lewin’s terms; unfreeze, move and freeze.
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Kotter’s eighth stage mentioned above is the final piece of the theoretical framework for
this research. As a ship moved from one port to another must be anchored in the second port for
the change of location to remain successful, so must change be anchored in the culture of the
organization undergoing transformation for it to last. Kotter writes that “change only sticks when
it becomes ‘the way we do things around here,’ when it seeps into the very blood stream of
the…body” of the organization.81 Kotter’s eighth anchoring stage is what facilitates the cultural
change that anchors successful transformation and is the closing piece of the theoretical
framework this research will employ in its examination of Machen’s change leadership.
With respect to Lewin, Kotter, and the subject of change leadership, it is also
enlightening for this research to briefly examine some of the thoughts of Edgar H. Schein on the
need for change. Schein is a professor emeritus from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
(MIT) Sloan School of Management who has written extensively on organizational culture and
change. In his primary work Organizational Culture and Leadership, Schein notes Lewin’s
reflection that human systems are constantly in a state of “quasi-stationary equilibrium.”82 By
this Lewin meant that there are always forces acting to change human systems. Schein goes on to
note that, “human systems are ‘open,’ in the sense of being perpetually involved with their
physical and social environment and, therefore, perpetually being influenced and, in turn, trying
to influence that environment.”83 A key concern then is what is the catalyst for intentional
change in such human systems. Schein’s finding is that a “desire for change, for doing something
differently, for learning something new, always begins with some kind of pain or dissatisfaction”
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and that the change process is initiated by the motivation that comes from what Schein calls
“disconfirmation.”84 This sense of disconfirmation is:
…any information that shows someone in the organization that some of its goals are not
being met or that some of its processes are not accomplishing what they are supposed to.
Someone is hurting somewhere. Disconfirming information can be economic, political,
social, or personal – as when a charismatic leader chides a group for not living up to its
own ideals and thereby induces guilt…Change leaders have to use disconfirming data
that already exists or even be the source of it by defining the problem themselves,
sometimes creating a crisis to create change motivation.85
Schein’s insights are valuable to this research and complementary to Kotter’s and Lewin’s
theories. Both the Apostle Paul and Machen dealt with open human systems in churches,
denominations, seminaries, missionary organizations, etc. Within each of these systems, Paul and
Machen sought to execute change leadership after their ecclesiastical systems were influenced by
factors in their environments that disturbed their states of equilibrium. In each case, both men
recognized pain or dissatisfaction and introduced disconfirming information as motivating
catalysts for change. Schein’s work then is supplementally helpful to the theoretical framework
for this research as it illuminates why the change leaders addressed here sought to change their
systems and why current ministry leaders can or should as well. Concerning Kotter and Lewin,
Schein’s thinking along these lines corresponds to Lewin’s concept of “unfreezing” and
primarily to Kotter’s first four stages of his eight-stage model.86
Theoretically then, this research will anchor its examination of Machen’s own change
leadership on the eight stages for successful change leadership proposed by John Kotter
reviewed above with additional concepts from Lewin and Schein that support or illuminate
Kotter’s work. This research does not purport that Machen’s leadership strictly or completely
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adhered to Kotter’s principles in all cases, but it does suggest and will show that Kotter’s stages
are both instructive and beneficial for ministry leaders in understanding the change leadership of
J. Gresham Machen in the early Twentieth Century.
Theological Framework
When addressing the subject of change leadership in the specific context of ministry
leadership, Ecclesiastes 3 provides a strong reminder that change is an inevitable requirement
faced by all leaders throughout history and through which God’s under-shepherds must be ready
to lead those people that God has entrusted to them. To open that chapter, the author writes in
verses 1-8 that:
For everything there is a season, and a time for every matter under heaven:
a time to be born, and a time to die; a time to plant, and a time to pluck what is planted;
a time to kill, and a time to heal; a time to break down and a time to build up;
a time to weep and a time to laugh; a time to mourn and a time to dance;
a time to cast away stones, and a time to gather stones together;
a time to embrace, and a time to refrain from embracing;
a time to seek, and a time to lose;
a time to keep, and a time to cast away;
a time to tear, and a time to sew;
a time to keep silence, and a time to speak;
a time to love, and a time to hate;
a time for war, and a time for peace.87
In his commentary on Ecclesiastes, Philip Ryken notes the reality of God’s sovereignty over time
and all that occurs within it. Ryken writes:
God is sovereign over time and whatever happens in time. This is evident from the
sweeping breadth of verse 1: “For everything there is a season, and a time for every
matter under heaven.” Nothing happens outside the will of God. In the words of the
Westminster Shorter Catechism, his “holy, wise, and powerful” providence governs “all
his creatures, and all their actions” (A. 11).88
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While God is sovereign overall and thus the ultimate change leader within the scope of time, in
His sovereignty, God calls individuals to lead others in the execution of that change. Paul states
in Ephesians 4: 11-12 that leaders are called to various roles for “the perfecting of the saints, for
the work of the ministry, for the edifying of the body of Christ.” Both Paul and Machen were
called to certain roles to lead God’s people and in these roles they each found themselves
learning that in spiritual leadership there is indeed “a time to keep silence, and a time to speak.”
Their experiences remain examples for ministry leaders amidst current challenges. Machen was
called to his “time to speak” during an era of denominational controversy. The catalyst for J.
Gresham Machen’s change leadership in the midst of the Fundamentalist and Modernist
Controversy of the early 20th Century in America was doctrinal error emerging in the
Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A and the second-order effects of that doctrinal error in the
organizational and ecclesiastical life of the denomination, as well as on the campus of one of that
denomination’s theological seminaries. That seminary was also the place of Machen’s
employment, Princeton Theological Seminary. Princeton Theological Seminary shares many
attributes with its peers of the past and of today, but in the realm of Presbyterianism in the
nineteenth and early twentieth century, it was without equal as an institution of historically
orthodox theological standard and substance. In his history of the institution, David B. Calhoun
presents the view of many that Princeton Theological Seminary was essentially the spiritual
descendent of the Log College in Pennsylvania at which William Tennent, Sr. educated ministers
who helped launch America’s First Great Awakening.89 Princeton Theological Seminary was
renowned as “an intellectual and theological school of great importance” and a center of “sturdy
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Calvinistic theology, but also of spirituality and…evangelistic zeal” where “Christians of
godliness” diligently imparted the “Bible and the Reformed faith to generations of
seminarians.”90 Machen embraced and personified the mission of Princeton Theological
Seminary, as well as possessed the spiritual character of its long history of skilled and godly
theologians. Any research into Machen’s leadership in this era must understand his deep
connection to both his theological worldview and also his devotion to Princeton Theological
Seminary and its heritage.
In the midst of this era of the doctrinal challenge to his denomination and his seminary,
Machen wrote what many consider his premier book, Christianity & Liberalism. As Machen
surveyed the thoughts of those in the Modernist camp, his conclusion was that Modernism or
Liberalism was not something akin to a differing perspective on the historical, orthodox
Christian faith, but instead, Machen’s prevailing finding was that “liberalism is something
different from Christianity altogether.”91 The pastor of Arch Street Presbyterian Church in
Philadelphia, Clarence Macartney, who sounded the alarm of distinction shortly after Fosdick
preached “Shall the Fundamentalists Win?,” said that the views of Modernism were a
“Christianity of opinions and principles and good purposes, but a Christianity without worship,
without God, and without Jesus Christ.”92 In his introduction to Christianity & Liberalism,
Machen sounded that bell of alarm more distinctly and stated that:
In the sphere of religion, in particular, the present time is a time of conflict; the
great redemptive religion which has always been known as Christianity is
battling against a totally diverse type of religious belief, which is only the
more destructive of the Christian faith because it makes use of traditional
Christian terminology. This modern non-redemptive religion is called
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“modernism” or “liberalism.”93
Machen, the founder of Westminster Theological Seminary, is echoed in this regard by his
administrative and spiritual successor at Westminster, Peter A. Lillback, who wrote:
For Machen, although Christianity and liberalism sounded much alike, they were, in
essence, two different religions. The first was the revealed religion of the Lord Jesus
Christ; the second was a manmade reconstruction of the former that intended to make that
religion palatable to minds that had imbibed the tenets of autonomous reason trumpeted
by post-Enlightenment theologians.94
In all cases, and especially in light of this research, Machen’s terminology above regarding
Liberalism is of utmost importance. In those words, he clearly conveys his conviction that
Liberalism is not a brother or even a cousin of orthodox Christianity with a better, more
contemporary personality, but is in fact a separate faith system. Not only is Liberalism “totally
diverse” from orthodox Christianity, but Machen also declares that it is “non-redemptive.”95 In
Romans 1:16, the Apostle Paul declares his enthusiastic lack of shame in the Gospel explicitly
because it is “the power of God for salvation.” Robert Haldane succinctly articulates what Paul
emphatically means in the phrase “the power of God for salvation:”
Here the Apostle gives the reason why he is not ashamed of the Gospel of Christ. The
Gospel is the great and admirable mystery, which from the beginning of the world has
been hid in God, into which the angels desire to look, whereby His manifold wisdom is
made known unto the principalities and powers in heavenly places. It is the efficacious
means by which God saves men from sin and misery, and bestows upon them eternal life,
—the instrument by which He triumphs in their hearts, and destroys in them the
dominion of Satan.96
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Further, when answering the question “what is salvation,” Martyn Lloyd-Jones writes that
“salvation is the deliverance of man from the consequences of the fall and of sin and our
definition of salvation must never be less than that.”97 Lloyd-Jones reinforces this point by
saying, “…the central purpose of the gospel – to make a man just with God, to enable us to stand
with righteousness in the presence of God.”98 In his first epistle to the Corinthians, Paul was also
clear as to the redemptive connection between the Gospel and salvation. In 1 Corinthians 15: 1-5,
Paul writes:
Now I would remind you brothers, of the gospel I preached to you, which you received,
in which you stand, and by which you are being saved, if you hold fast to the word I
preached to you – unless you believed in vain. For I delivered to you as of first
importance what I received: that Christ died for our sins in accordance with the
Scriptures, and that he was buried, that he was raised on the third day in accordance with
the Scriptures and that he appeared to Cephas, then to the twelve.
All of the tenets of the Gospel that Paul delivered “of first importance” to the Corinthians
pertaining to the knowledge that brings salvation of “man from the consequences of the fall and
of our sin” were all tenets Machen realized were contradicted by Liberalism. These tenets were
not found to be of “first importance” to the Modernist camp but really were considered by them
of no importance at all concerning what was truly essential to Christianity. In contrast to the
naturalistic instincts of the Modernists, Donald Grey Barnhouse stated that:
…nothing is in the Christian gospel that does not flow out of three central historical facts:
that the Lord Jesus Christ died for our sins, that He was buried, and that He rose again
from the dead; and all of this in accordance with the record that God has revealed in the
Scriptures. Let us admit immediately that if these three facts are not historically true we
have no Gospel, we have no Christianity. Any attempt to talk about other facts as being
the centrality of the gospel is mere blather. The ethical teachings of Jesus apart from His
death for sin, His burial and His resurrection are mere words and deserve no more
attention from the world than the filibustering remarks of a Congressman extended at
length in the appendix of the Congressional Record. The facts of the life of Jesus Christ,
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if taken apart from his death for sin, His burial and His resurrection, are pretty little
stories to be classified in the literature of the world alongside the Song of Roland, the
adventures of Don Quixote, or the annals of the G.I. in his world-wide wanderings.99
At all these points, refuted in writings and from the pulpit by men like Fosdick and others,
Machen recognized the distinctions between what the voices of Liberalism believed was the
gospel and what Scripture taught was the “power of God unto salvation.” As a result, Machen in
his quote above from Christianity & Liberalism recognized and declared that adherents of
Liberalism were persuaded by, as the Apostle Paul says in Galatians 1:8, a “gospel contrary to
the one we preached to you” and a gospel which does not provide salvation to those in need of it.
Liberalism then, in Machen’s assessment, is a non-redemptive gospel distinct from a message
that proclaimed the power of God in connection to the historic tenets of Scripture and which men
like Lloyd-Jones, Barnhouse, and Machen would say was not Christianity at all.
In Galatians, the Apostle Paul was addressing the reality that a “non-redemptive” and
“totally diverse” faith system had infiltrated the culture of the church and the hearts of those who
adhered to the false teaching. In the terms of Edgar Schein mentioned previously, the Galatian
church was an open system that had been influenced by factors and actors in its environment that
had shifted the theological equilibrium that Paul’s teaching regarding the Gospel had previously
set. Rather than resting in a justification by faith alone in Christ alone, the Galatians, influenced
by false teachers in their environment, had begun to adhere to false doctrine and add elements of
the Mosaic law to their understanding of what was required for salvation. Noting this painful and
dissatisfactory condition then, Paul as a change leader motivated change through disconfirmation
of the Galatian’s new spiritual equilibrium. Machen notes in his work on Galatians that “the
news which had come from the churches was bad and only bad, and the Apostle plunges at once
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into his treatment of it.”100 As Machen would refer to a “totally diverse type of religious belief,”
Paul begins his Epistle to the Galatians in Galatians 1:6-7 by noting just as strongly that the
Galatians were “turning to a different gospel – not that there is another one.” In his Notes on
Galatians, Machen notes the two different words that Paul used with the phrases “different” and
“another.” With respect to the term “different” Paul used the Greek word heteros, the word from
which we derived the term heterodoxy, which implies a “difference in kind between one thing
and another.”101 With the word “another,” Paul utilized the Greek word allos which does not
imply a difference in kind, but one more of the same kind.102 With further respect to the
difference between these words in the context, Machen writes:
Paul says the Galatians are turning unto a different gospel, but that that different gospel is
not really a second gospel to be put alongside of the gospel already preached, as though it
could be a companion with it in a series. “No,” says Paul, “it is not really a gospel at all;
there is only one gospel, and though it purports to be a gospel, is not really a gospel at all.
It is not really another gospel, but only a perversion of the true gospel.”103
In stating that another gospel does not exist, Paul was also stating that the Galatians were
turning to what Machen would call Liberalism, a “non-redemptive religion.” This charge by Paul
is what Edgar Schein calls “disconfirming data” and Paul employed it in his introductory
remarks to the Galatians as a means of “defining the problem” and “creating a crisis to create
change motivation.”104 As John Calvin wrote of Paul’s to the Galatians:
He begins with a rebuke…he charges the Galatians with defection, not only from his own
teaching, but from Christ…thus they were removed from Christ, not in that they entirely
rejected Christianity but because in such a corruption only a fictitious Christ was left to
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them…for the same reason he calls it another gospel, that is, another gospel than the true
one.105
Paul as both apostle and change leader delivered this disconfirming information to the Galatians
and in doing so sought to motivate change by announcing to them in terms of a rebuke that their
practices demonstrated beliefs that set them apart from the Gospel of Christ. As Calvin notes,
Paul proclaimed that they replaced the true Christ and His gospel for a substitute. The Galatians
were adhering to, in Machen’s words, a “non-redemptive religion.” As Timothy Keller writes,
“another gospel is not another gospel. It is no gospel. To change the gospel the tiniest bit is to
lose it so completely that the new teaching has no right to be called a 'gospel.’”106 As a result,
Paul called upon the Galatians, through his epistle to the church, to awaken to their nonredemptive reality, change their perspective, and reorient their faith on the singular saving
Gospel of Jesus Christ.
The issue of error that had infiltrated the environment and souls of the Galatian church
was the return of practices of Mosaic law, primarily circumcision, as a faith requirement. The
addition of circumcision or any other requirement was counter to the Gospel of Christ that Paul
had earlier preached to the Galatians. In Galatians 1:3-5, Paul reminds the Galatians that Christ
had given Himself for their sins to deliver them “from the present evil age” and that He had done
so per the will of the Father. Elsewhere in 2 Corinthians 5:21, Paul elaborated on the gospel and
said that God “made him [Jesus] to be sin who knew no sin, so that in him we might become the
righteousness of God.” In Romans 3:21-22, Paul stated that “but now the righteousness of God
has been manifested apart from the law, although the Law and the Prophets bear witness to it –
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the righteousness of God through faith in Jesus Christ for all who believe.” Later in Galatians
2:16, Paul reminded the Galatians that,
…we know that a person is not justified by works of the law but through faith in Jesus
Christ, so we also have believed in Christ Jesus, in order to be justified by faith in Christ
and not by works of the law, because by works of the law no one will be justified.
Paul preached a Gospel through which righteousness was achieved by the work of Christ and
imputed to believers through faith alone. This Gospel of Paul then was different from a nonredemptive belief that required something like circumcision in addition to Christ’s righteousness.
As Matthew Barrett says concerning the opening verses of Galatians, “to abandon justification
sola fide [faith alone] and the free imputation of Christ’s righteousness to those who believe is to
forfeit the gospel itself.”107 Thus for Paul, the inclusion of circumcision along with faith was an
abandonment of the true Gospel he had proclaimed to the Galatians. Paul then was, in Galatians
1:6, “astonished” that the Galatians were forfeiting the true Gospel of grace that provides to the
believer the righteousness of Christ for another teaching which is “another gospel” and,
therefore, provided no righteousness at all. In fact, it cost them the free righteousness available
through faith alone. In the opening of Galatians, Paul expressed what Schein refers to as the
“pain or dissatisfaction” that inspires leaders to call for change. In Paul’s case, he was calling the
Galatians to change by placing their faith, not in the false teaching that they could do something
toward their own righteousness, but to put it in again trustfully and fully in what Christ had done
in history for their righteousness before God.
Paul reemphasized his point with the Galatians in Galatians 3 when he referred to them in
Galatians 3:1 as “foolish Galatians” and asked the question to the Galatians “who has bewitched
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you?” In Galatians 3:3, Paul reiterated his use of the word “foolish” in asking the Galatians
rhetorically if they had received the Holy Spirit through works of the law or through faith. Philip
Ryken states that Paul’s use of the word “foolish” in this context conveys that Paul believed the
Galatians “were guilty of sheer spiritual stupidity.”108 Not only that, but their “stupidity” was of
such a profound degree that Paul believed they just had been “bewitched.” As Ryken writes, “It
was as if a sorcerer had cast an evil spell on them, or as if a magician had them under his
hypnotic influence.”109 In Galatians 1 and 3, the reader observes Paul responding to painful
information that led him to call for change. In each passage, it is as if Paul was employing
Kotter’s first stage of change and creating a sense of urgency. As noted, Kotter states that “a true
sense of urgency” must be inspired to remove the complacency that hinders change.110 It is no
leap to suggest that Paul’s statement that the Galatians had become spiritually reckless enough to
begin adhering to a false gospel as if they were actually under the influence of witchcraft would
have generated urgency in their Galatian minds and significantly disturbed the complacent status
quo of their faith. Paul was proclaiming to the Galatians the reality that they were now fools not
in the terms of “bluntness but to a sinful neglect to use one’s mental power to the best
advantage.”111 In fact, they were using it to their disadvantage as they were not “necessarily dull
but thoughtless, not ignorant but senseless, not stupid but foolish.”112 Paul’s opening of Galatians
3 echoed his call of awakening to the Galatians, his proclamation of urgency, in Galatians 1. In
Galatians 3:5-6, Paul went further than calling them foolish and reminded them that faith and
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righteousness do not come through the law, but from God and through belief alone. His
proclamation to them was in the form of a rhetorical question that alludes to the error of thinking
that God’s righteousness could come through works as opposed to the historic work of Christ on
their behalf. Such thoughts, Paul informed the Galatians were of such a degree of foolishness,
that it seemed they were under a spell. This thinking pained Paul and inspired him to create a
sense of urgency in the Galatians about the state of both their spiritual thinking and health, as
well as their need to change.
Machen was, of course, also addressing a church, his Presbyterian denomination, which
was under the influence not of Judaizers as the Galatians were, but of Modernists. Modernists as
mentioned earlier were viewed by Machen as those who discounted the historic events in
Scripture, who deemed what is religiously useful as more important than what is religiously true,
and who denied the entry of the supernatural into the natural world. Herein, we find common
ground between those in the church causing Paul pain and the Modernists in the church causing
Machen pain. The Galatians were counting on their own acts in the present, through obedience to
the law in rites like circumcision, above Christ’s historic redeeming act on their behalf in the
past. They were denying the full truth of Christ’s atoning sacrifice and adding to it what they
deemed pragmatically useful for maintaining their own righteousness. They were denying the
fullness of the reality that Christ had entered the natural world and died in it for the complete
forgiveness of their sins and that His righteousness was available to them through faith in Him
alone. Each leader, Paul and Machen, was pained by the error in their church and institutions and
called for urgency to move away from such error. There were differences in the issues Paul and
Machen addressed, but there were also similarities and the most pressing similarity was that their
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churches were drifting from the faith that saved them. They were both leaving the gospel for a
non-redemptive alternate belief system.
The fact that both the Apostle Paul and Machen were working to lead two churches away
from a belief system that was distinct from the redemptive Christian Gospel provides then the
theological foundation of this research. Each spiritual leader diagnosed a church in danger of
losing its redemptive faith and which was replacing it with a separate and distinctly nonredemptive belief system that was integrating itself into the church’s culture. Each leader found a
reason for pain and dissatisfaction in the system of the respective churches they addressed which
was caused by actors in the church’s environment be they Judaizers or Modernists. This research
does not pronounce that all the actions of Machen can be appliqued over the actions of Paul, but
this research does rest on the premise that Machen’s actions and his understanding of the
orthodox, redemptive Christian faith are rooted theologically in the Gospel pronounced in the
Scriptures and particularly in the Epistle of Paul to the Galatians. One cannot fully understand
Machen without the asset of that foundational theological information. This research also does
not claim that all the leadership actions of the Apostle Paul and Machen can be completely
appliqued over Kotter’s eight stages of change seamlessly; however, it does believe that Kotter’s
eight stages of change are useful in illuminating the change leadership actions of Paul and
Machen in ways that provide lessons learned for current ministry leaders facing the challenges of
change leadership. Paul’s creation of a sense of urgency for the Galatians, as noted above, is one
example and this research will analyze multiple such connections between the change leadership
of Paul and Machen and Kotter’s architecture for successful change leadership.

.

43
Literature Review
Change Leadership Related Literature
The Power of Vision: Discover and Apply God’s Plan for Your Life and Ministry by
George Barna adds a Christian perspective to an essential component of Kotter’s change
leadership stages. Concerning the importance of vision, Kotter writes that a strong vision “has
the potential to break through all the forces that support the status quo and to encourage the kind
of dramatic shifts found in successful transformations.”113 What Barna writes of vision in a
ministry context connects Kotter’s world to the world of ministry leadership when he writes that
“vision for ministry is a clear mental image of a preferable future imparted by God to His chosen
servants to advance His kingdom and is based on a clear understanding of God, self, and
circumstances.”114
Leading Changes: Why Transformation Explanations Fail is an article by Mark Hughes
that appeared in the journal Leadership. The article is important in that it presents a reasonable
critique of Kotter’s eight stages. Hughes notes that Kotter’s Leading Change is indeed on
TIME’s list of the “Top 25 Most Influential Business Management Books” and that Kotter’s
work is an “enduring landmark leadership study.”115 Hughes critiques Kotter’s eight stages by
restating Kotter himself who pointed out that the work was based on his observations of
transformational change efforts in 100 companies. Hughes’ point is that Kotter’s work consists
of “knowledgeable reflections of an experienced business consultant,” but that these reflections
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are not further established by research and empirical evidence.116 Hughes’ points here are fair
critiques, but one must note they are also points Kotter himself made in the “Preface” of Leading
Change.117 As Hughes would say, Kotter’s work is based on “knowledgeable reflections” and
Kotter himself states “I’m communicating here what I’ve seen, heard, and concluded on a set of
interrelated topics that appear to be increasingly important.”118
Leading Change is an “International Bestseller” by Harvard Business School Professor
Emeritus John P. Kotter. Kotter’s work was originally presented in an article in the Harvard
Business Review in 1995 entitled “Leading Change: Why Transformation Efforts Fail.” Kotter’s
original article was so popular that his work grew into book form in 1996 and was reprinted by
Harvard Business Review Press with a new preface by Kotter in 2012. The accepted strength of
Kotter’s work on change leadership is evident in its inclusion on TIME magazine’s list of “The
25 Most Influential Business Management Books.”119
Kotter begins his work by revealing his analysis of eight errors leaders of organizations
make in transformational efforts that result in failures in change leadership. Those eight failures
are articulated by Kotter as 1) allowing too much complacency, 2) failing to create a sufficiently
powerful guiding coalition, 3) underestimating the power of vision, 4) under communicating the
vision, 5) permitting obstacles to block the new vision, 6) failing to create short-term wins, 7)
declaring victory too soon, and 8) neglecting to anchor changes firmly in corporate culture.120
Kotter points out that any of these eight errors, particularly in a growing era of volatile change,
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can “cause an organization to fail.”121 In the following chapters, Kotter presents and then
expands upon his eight answers to these errors presenting them as eight stages for successful
change leadership. Kotter believes that “leading change competently is the only answer” and he
believes that the eight stages of 1) establishing a sense of urgency 2) creating a guiding coalition
3) developing a vision 4) communicating the vision 5) empowering broad-based action 6)
generating short-term wins 7) consolidating gains and producing more change and 8) anchoring
new approaches in the culture, are what produce change that is lead competently.122
Kotter’s work is written at a popular level, yet authoritatively conveys his observations in
analyzing multiple change leadership efforts over fifteen years.123 As such, it presents leaders
and researchers with a compelling, practical architecture for both understanding change
leadership itself and for exploring its presence or lack thereof in the change leadership
experiences of organizations and leaders.
A Force for Change: How Leadership Differs from Management also by John P. Kotter is
a book Kotter wrote a few years earlier than his best-seller Leading Change. During the two
phases of Kotter’s research for the book, hundreds of executives of “well-known and successful”
corporations were surveyed and interviewed as to their understanding of the difference between
leadership and management.124 As a result of this research, Kotter began to articulate areas of
difference between the two activities of “direction setting” or vision and alignment that become
integral to some of his premises in Leading Change.125 As the eight stages in Leading Change
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are based on the observational analysis performed by Kotter through a frame of reference he
developed over the course of his career, A Force for Change gives the researcher insight into the
more traditional research through which Kotter built that frame of reference that enabled him to
discern the eight stages articulated in his later work.
A Sense of Urgency by John Kotter is a short volume specifically on Kotter’s first stage
of his eight stages for leading change. While the step of creating a sense of urgency is covered in
depth in Kotter’s classic Leading Change, this volume is worthy because stage one is the first of
eight stages that Kotter believes are not just essential, but sequential for “successful change of
any magnitude.”126 As “creating and sustaining a sense of urgency that is as high as possible,
among as many people as possible” is the foundational step in a sequentially dependent model,
emerging change leaders are prudent to avail themselves of Kotter’s work focused intentionally
on that foundational step to better posture change success for their ministry organization.127
Advanced Strategic Planning: A 21st Century Model for Church and Ministry Leaders by
Aubrey Malphurs is an ideal companion to Kotter’s work written from a Christian perspective.
Kotter states in Leading Change that only change efforts rooted in vision “break through all the
forces that support the status quo” and result in “successful transitions.” Kotter refers to vision as
a “central component of all great leadership.”128 It is in connection to Kotter’s emphasis on
vision in change leadership that Malphurs work is valuable in an examination of a change leader.
Malphurs work is a detailed piece that covers multiple aspects of strategic leader planning for
ministry change including the spiritual preparation of the leader and the organization, but it also
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includes a strong examination of the importance of vision which complements Kotter’s
emphasis. Malphurs provides both a chapter and a specific appendix on the subject of vision
which he refers to as “essential to the organization.”129 He clarifies that vision is dynamic and
not static and that it provides a picture of the future of the ministry.130 Malphurs then details
seven reasons why vision is of “utmost importance to leaders and their ministry” when changing
towards the future.131 Malphurs’s seven reasons include that vision 1) provides energy 2) creates
cause, which is akin to Kotter’s creating a sense of urgency, 3) fosters risk taking 4) legitimizes
leadership 5) energizes leadership 6) sustains ministry, and 7) motivates giving.132 Malphurs then
goes on in his chapter on vision to describe how to develop the vision, test the vision, and how to
communicate the vision well. In doing so, Malphurs’ work synchronizes well with the third and
fourth stages of Kotter’s change model which call for developing a compelling vision and
communicating it effectively.
Organizational Culture and Leadership by Edgar H. Schein with Peter Schein is a classic
work on the dynamics of organizational life and assessing and changing culture in organizations.
Schein’s leadership subject matter expertise is testified to by his Distinguished ScholarPractitioner Award from the Academy of Management in 2009 and Lifetime Achievement
Award from the International Leadership Association in 2012. Most notable in Schein’s work is
his articulation of three levels of organizational culture; artifacts, espoused values, and shared
basic assumptions.133 In this work though, he also addresses Lewin’s three steps of change in a
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manner that is helpful to this research and to emerging change leaders. Also, in Kotter’s eighth
stage he addresses the leadership requirement of anchoring change to ensure its lasting impact. In
this regard, Schein’s thoughts in this work on embedding and reinforcing mechanisms to
facilitate the anchoring of change in an organization are necessary and practical for change
leaders in organizations to include change leaders in ministry organizations.
Commentaries on Galatians
Galatians and Ephesians is William Hendriksen’s commentary on Paul’s epistles to those
respective churches and is part of the New Testament Commentary series published by Baker
Books. Hendriksen received his Doctor of Theology degree from Princeton Theological
Seminary; the seminary where Machen taught New Testament at the time of the Modernist and
Fundamentalist controversy. Henricksen went on to ordination in the Christian Reformed Church
and to serve, like Machen, as a Professor of New Testament at Calvin Seminary in Grand
Rapids, Michigan. Both Hendriksen and Machen were, of course, Calvinists and therefore shared
a Reformed perspective. As one looks at the Apostle Paul’s change leadership in Galatians as a
theological framework, Hendriksen’s Reformed commentary then reflects the same perspective
Machen held regarding the Apostle and his writings.
Commentary on Galatians by Martin Luther is fundamental to understanding the
Reformer’s mature understanding of the doctrine of justification by faith alone which is essential
when one studies Paul and Machen’s change leadership from the perspective of their leadership
in changing their own churches’ doctrinal views regarding that redemptive doctrine. The edition
of Luther’s commentary on Galatians published by Revell opens with an Introduction by D.
Stuart Briscoe who writes that Luther and his peers “were speaking out against the accretion of
rites and rituals in their church which were leading many to believe that their salvation was
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directly related to the way in which they adhered to the demanding dogma of the church…on
which the Scriptures maintained a discreet silence.”134 Luther was a theologian who first was a
man who struggled with the state of his salvation, so these errors motivated in his mind “the
necessity for change and reform if God’s will for his people in the community of believers was
ever to be realized.”135 As Luther says in his Preface, “The troubled conscience, in view of God’s
judgment, has no remedy against desperation and eternal death…unless it takes hold of
forgiveness of sins by grace, freely offered in Christ Jesus, which if it can apprehend, it may then
be at rest.”136 In this doctrine of justification by faith alone explained in Luther’s Galatians
commentary, one sees Luther’s motivation for change, his sense of urgency, and when he writes
that Satan is always at work to rid the church of the security of this doctrine, one finds a
connection to Kotter’s stages on the need for generating short-term wins, consolidating gains and
anchoring change in the minds of God’s community.137
Galatians by Philip Ryken adds to this research by providing the researcher with more
depth on Paul’s epistle from the Reformed perspective that Machen shared. Ryken’s work is a
part of the Reformed Expository Series produced by Puritan & Reformed Publishing Company.
Philip Ryken is the former Senior Pastor of Tenth Presbyterian Church in Philadelphia where he
succeeded the late James Montgomery Boice and where the late Donald Grey Barnhouse also
served; both exemplars of Reformed evangelical and expository preaching in America. Ryken is
now the President of Wheaton College in Wheaton, Illinois. Ryken’s work in the commentary is
heralded not only by fellow Presbyterians but also by leaders of allied evangelical denominations
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such as R. Albert Mohler, Jr., President of the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, who
writes that Ryken in this work “takes us right into the mind of the apostle Paul and into the heart
of this great letter.”138
Material By or About J. Gresham Machen
J. Gresham Machen: A Silhouette by Henry W. Coray is a brief biography by a former
student of Machen who lived across the hall from Machen in Alexander Hall at Princeton
Theological Seminary. The work is the reflection of a disciple in honor of a role model he
revered. The value of the piece is that the researcher receives an evaluation of Machen’s
character and the dedication it produced in those who witnessed Machen’s devotion to his
convictions from one who followed Machen to Westminster Theological Seminary when he
departed Princeton. Coray served in the pastorate, was a missionary to Manchuria, and also
wrote popular novels. His missionary work was also a byproduct of Machen’s change leadership
as Coray and his wife served as missionaries of the Independent Board of Presbyterian Foreign
Missions. His experience of writing at the popular level is evident in this work, but it serves to
quickly draw the reader to Machen’s humanity.139 Of note, is the chapter where Coray recounts
the transcript of Machen’s trial before the Presbytery of New Brunswick. It reveals the impact of
Modernism on the denomination’s courts and leaves the reader with a vision of Machen standing
like Luther at Worms resilient for the truth.
Machen: Selected Shorter Writings as edited by D. G. Hart is a tremendous resource for
readers of Machen. Many books will reflect on things Machen thought, said, or wrote about in a
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pamphlet or journal articles. Many of those are also difficult to find or, as Hart notes, previous
collections have gone out of print. Hart does a great service to Machen researchers by compiling
forty-six such writings in one volume and sorting them into ten corresponding subject areas that
cover topics from Machen’s views on fundamental doctrines to Pauline theology to the
Presbyterian conflict and even to his belief that the church courts were corrupted by the influence
of Modernism. Hart’s anthology allows readers to read the synthesis of Machen’s thinking across
topics so that in an article on “The Christian View of Missions,” the reader sees Machen take the
Modernist view apart when discussing the view of Scripture held by first-century missionaries of
the gospel of Christ and that those missionaries taught not of Christ as a “great teacher and
example” or “inspirer of a new religious life,” but as a “Savior from divine wrath and from the
awful bondage of sin.”140 Ultimately, Hart’s anthology does what Hart intends which is to
expand the reader’s understanding of Machen beyond historic caricatures of him and to deepen
the reader’s “understanding of the Christian message, the church’s ministry, and the believer’s
social and cultural responsibilities.”141 One leaves Hart’s work with no doubt that Machen
believed the best understanding of the Christian message is the historic one and that his actions
on behalf of the message were driven by his support for that message as opposed to those of
Modernism.
Christianity & Liberalism is J. Gresham Machen’s preeminent work on the conflicting
worldviews between the historic Christian orthodoxy he held to, which he also believed
undergirded the early days of Princeton Theological Seminary, and the Modernist worldview that
became popularly persuasive in his church and subsequently on the campus of his employment.
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The work is crucial to understanding Machen’s views on why leading change in his church, the
Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A., was essential. To Machen, “Religion which rejoices in the
pious sound of traditional phrases…will never stand amid the shocks of life.”142 Machen not only
was using the book to fight against a religion that “will never stand,” but to present “as sharply
and clearly as possible” the distinctions between historic Christianity and what he describes as
“modern liberal religion…rooted in naturalism.”143 In Christianity & Liberalism, Machen
announces the need for a theological battle against the alternate belief system of Liberalism in
which there must be victory, because “there can be no peace without victory.”144 Ultimately,
Machen is not just speaking of victory in terms of theological argument, but in terms of eternal
victory. A clear articulation of the truth of orthodox Christianity over and above the falsehood of
Liberalism, Machen believed was essential, so that “Men may be led to turn from the weak and
beggarly elements and have recourse again to the grace of God.”145 Thus, in Christianity &
Liberalism, Machen conveys that change leadership was required to save both his church from
its drift away from historic orthodoxy toward non-redemptive Liberalism and to save the souls of
men.
Notes on Galatians by J. Gresham Machen and edited by John H. Skilton gives the
researcher a first-hand glance at Machen’s views of the issues Paul was addressing in Galatians,
as well as the connection Machen saw between the teaching of Paul and the issues he faced in his
own time. Skilton points out that Machen’s teachings on Galatians were originally published in
the Christianity Today of that era, but were later limited in availability to bound copies on the
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campus of Westminster Theological Seminary for student use until Skilton edited the current
version and as a result, Machen’s teachings on Galatians once again became available. Though
the work only covers Machen’s lessons on the epistle through Galatians 3:14, the text includes
“specific applications to the ecclesiastical controversy of their time…are not in the slightest
degree superficial…present the teaching of Galatians with exemplary penetration…and still have
a lively relevance.”146 All of these attributes are helpful to the student of Galatians, as well as the
student of Paul’s influence on Machen during the years of denominational and national
ecclesiastical controversy.
Professor J. Gresham Machen: His Life and Defense of the Bible by William Masselink
is a short but worthy work. Masselink was the founder of the Chicago School for the Handicap
and later taught at Reformed Bible College in Grand Rapids, Michigan. He was a student of
Machen’s at Princeton Theological Seminary. He earned a Doctor of Philosophy from the
Southern Baptist Theological Seminary in Kentucky and later earned a Doctor of Theology from
the Free University of Amsterdam in The Netherlands.147 This work is a result of his study at the
Free University of Amsterdam where he completed his dissertation on Machen.148 Of note, is that
since the work was published in 1938, it is likely the first biographical work published about
Machen following his death in 1937. Masselink opens his work with a brief biographical section
and then spends his later chapters addressing the characteristics of Modernism, Machen’s
apologetic approach, the subjects Machen committed himself to defend, and a final section
devoted to Masselink’s appreciation for Machen’s positions on numerous theological subjects.
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As Masselink was a student of Machen, he provides a unique perspective on Machen’s gifts as a
teacher about which he writes “…his ability as a teacher in the classroom was recognized by
nearly all of his students. One could not help but love and appreciate him. His students honored
him as a father in Israel.”149
J. Gresham Machen: A Guided Tour of His Life and Thought by Stephen J. Nichols is a
more concise biographical look at Machen than Ned Stonehouse’s, but is extremely effective in
its scope and structure. Nichols covers much of Machen’s life, though in less detail than Ned
Stonehouse’s definitive biography, and does so from a more recent timeframe which gives
currency to his work in terms of both context and language. Nichols also devotes chapters of his
work particularly to Machen’s writing and those chapters are strong in their content. As a
graduate of the seminary that Machen founded (Master of Religion and Doctor of Philosophy),
Nichols is also attuned to Machen theologically, and also displays an equally strong
understanding of the views of Machen’s opponents. Nichols notes that within culture one will
find echoes of the Modernists abounding, because the Modernist worldview “charms, perhaps
even beguiles,” but providentially one also finds echoes of “Machen and the force of his
arguments…”150
J. Gresham Machen: A Biographical Memoir by Ned B. Stonehouse is the definitive
biography of Machen. Stonehouse not only covers Machen’s life from cradle to grave, but he
covers the era most important to this research including a specific chapter on Machen’s classic
Christianity & Liberalism. Not only does Stonehouse provide excellent coverage of the era, but
he witnessed it himself. Stonehouse was a Reformed scholar like Machen and held a Doctor of
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Philosophy from the Free University of Amsterdam. Like Machen, he was also a New Testament
scholar, and most importantly, he served on the founding faculty of Westminster Theological
Seminary in Philadelphia which Machen led upon leaving Princeton Theological Seminary.
Historically, Stonehouse’s work is of great value because of his thoroughness and his connection
to his subject. In terms of Kotter’s change theory, Stonehouse is also valuable for his founding
faculty role at Westminster as it connects to examining Machen’s “guiding coalition” for change.
Awakening the Evangelical Mind: An Intellectual History of the Neo-evangelical
Movement by Owen Strachan is not a book focused particularly on Machen, but instead looks
more specifically at men like Harold J. Ockenga and Carl F. Henry who were intellectual
builders of the Neo-Evangelical movement of the Twentieth Century. Strachan, formerly the
Director of the Center on Gospel and Culture at Midwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, notes
that Ockenga was a witness to the change leadership of Machen as a student at Princeton
Theological Seminary when the controversy between Modernists and Fundamentalists exploded.
Strachan writes of Ockenga as Machen’s “foremost protégé” and that Machen was Ockenga’s
“foremost mentor.”151 When Machen’s doctrinal differences with Princeton Seminary led him to
found Westminster Theological Seminary, Ockenga left to become a member of Westminster’s
first graduating class. Machen would speak at Ockenga’s ordination and write to Ockenga that “I
do feel profoundly thankful that the first graduating class of Westminster Seminary is
represented by a man like you.”152 Strachan’s work relays how Neo-Evangelicalism is a fruit of
Ockenga’s leadership, but his book is relevant to this research because Strachan connects how
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Ockenga and the fruit of his commitment to historic Christianity is also a fruit of Machen’s
change leadership.
The above sources and other primary and secondary bibliographic sources will form the
pool of knowledge. From that informational pool, the researcher will both perform analysis and
draw conclusions pertaining to this study’s research questions.
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The research setting is primarily the current ministry setting of the researcher namely the
United States Army War College. The setting is relevant to the case study only in terms of
secondary effect. This is because the primary purpose of the research is to discern change
leadership lessons from an examination of Pauline theology in the New Testament book of
Galatians and the writings and change leadership practices of J. Gresham Machen during the
Fundamentalist and Modernist Controversy of the early Twentieth Century in American
Presbyterianism. The lessons learned from the analysis of Paul and Machen will be examined
through the framework of John Kotter’s eight stages for effective change leadership found in his
best-selling work Leading Change which is based on his fifteen years of analyzing change
leadership in American businesses and/or corporations. Practical change leadership lessons
learned will primarily be sought for the benefit of ministry leaders in various ministry contexts,
but lessons learned that can be integrated into the researcher’s work in his current ministry
context will be integrated appropriately for the benefit of his Senior Service College students;
particularly the Army chaplain students in each class, as well as the chaplains in U.S. Army War
College Fellowships at other institutions, and officers of other specialties. Regarding the
responsibility of change leadership for such Senior Service College graduates, Tom Galvin notes
in his work on change leadership in military organizations that:
Being a strategic leader at the enterprise level means guiding a two million person
organization with trillions of dollars in assets…But successful senior leaders overcome
these challenges and make change happen. The best general officers, senior civilians, and
colonels/captains/GS-15s are masters of change.153
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Given the requirements then of such future Department of Defense senior leaders, this research
seeks to support, whenever possible, their mastery of the subject of change leadership.
In the primary environment of the potential beneficiaries of this research, change
leadership is an inevitable, but difficult challenge for ministry leaders who are ill-prepared to
exercise it. As Jeff Iorg, President of Gateway Seminary notes:
Leading major changes is disruptive and can be messy and difficult for leaders and
followers. When leaders initiate major change, they upset organizational equilibrium,
create uncertainty for people, likely cause personal challenges and usually call for
sacrifices of time and money.154
This case study will seek to find helpful and practical change leadership principles applicable to
current ministry leaders in today’s culture by examining the life and/or work of three different
scholars from different eras of history and, in one sense, from different fields of study. Those
three scholars are the Apostle Paul, J. Gresham Machen, and John P. Kotter.
The first two individuals are similar in that they were both Christians, they were both
academics, they were both theologians who addressed the doctrinal error in their churches, and
they both exercised leadership to lead members of their church or theological institution in the
direction of positive change. For Paul, the transformational change for those under his leadership
was internal and doctrinal leading a regional church on the verge of deserting the Gospel for a
false one back to the truth. Machen exercised leadership for those purposes as well, but his
leadership also resulted in external and institutional change. John Kotter is similar to Paul and
Machen in that he is also an academic, but Kotter differs from these leaders in that he is more a
theorist regarding change leadership than a practitioner. His writings pertain to his analysis of
others’ practice of change leadership which is primarily then distilled into his eight stages for
successful change leadership. Kotter then is the theorist whose principles of change leadership
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frame this research, whereas Paul and Machen are the practitioners of change leadership this
research examines. Again, the purpose of the collective examination of the work of these three
individuals is to mine change leadership lessons learned and to practically frame them for the
primary benefit of current ministry leaders, and the secondary benefit, as applicable, of the
researcher’s students.
The primary mode of research for this case study will be qualitative as opposed to
quantitative. No surveys or other forms of quantitative analysis will be conducted in this case
study of change leadership. Instead, a bibliographic approach to research will be conducted to
form a pool of information to examine and from which to distill leadership lessons on the subject
of change leadership. That pool of information will be drawn principally from secondary sources
determined advantageous to the process and found available, though primary sources will be
sought if needed. In the ministry setting of a Senior Service College, the thoughts of the
Secretary of Defense when the researcher began in his current role are relevant to the concept of
literary and biographical research:
Reading is an honor and a gift from a warrior or historian who-a decade or a thousand
decades ago-set aside time to write. He distilled a lifetime of campaigning in order to
have a “conversation” with you. We have been fighting on the planet for ten thousand
years; it would be idiotic and unethical to not take advantage of such accumulated
experiences. If you haven’t read hundreds of books, you are functionally illiterate, and
you will be incompetent, because your experiences alone aren’t broad enough to sustain
you.155
This qualitative research of a bibliographic nature seeks to employ this format of research to
provide physical and spiritual warrior leaders lessons from the leadership experiences and
“conversations” of other historical figures to broaden their frames of reference in order to better
sustain them and those they lead during the challenges of change. The challenge to examine
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primary sources is in the current moment increased by the global pandemic caused by Corona
Virus Disease 2019 (COVID-19) and corresponding restrictions directed by government and
military leaders. The collection of bibliographic sources will be drawn; therefore, from the
research libraries of Liberty University, Westminster Theological Seminary, and the United
States Army War College, as well as from the researcher’s personal library.
The case study research will discern change leadership lessons applicable to current
ministry leaders primarily by answering a set of research questions. The primary research
question is: Does the change leadership of J. Gresham Machen during the doctrinal controversy
between Fundamentalists and Modernists in American Presbyterianism in the Twentieth Century
provide biblically grounded lessons learned for current leaders that can be framed theoretically
by John Kotter’s eight stages for change leadership? In the process of answering the primary
research question of the study, secondary research questions will be addressed to establish an
informed answer to the primary research question. The proposed secondary research questions of
the case study are 1) how does Paul’s leadership in the Epistle to the Galatians provide a biblical
foundation for change leadership, 2) what are the connections between Paul’s situation requiring
change in Galatians and the issues of Machen’s situation during the controversy in early 20th
Century American Presbyterianism, 3) what are John Kotter’s eight stages for successful change
leadership, 4) how do Paul’s leadership in Galatians and Machen’s leadership in American
Presbyterianism correspond to Kotter’s eight step?
In summary, the research in this case study will examine a bibliographical body of
secondary, and primary sources as needed, in the pursuit of answers to four secondary research
questions. The synthesis of the findings found in the bibliographical resources through the
secondary research questions will combine to form a pool of information upon which the
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researcher will apply historical, biblical, theological, theoretical, and content analysis to form an
answer to the primary research question: Does the change leadership of J. Gresham Machen
during the doctrinal controversy between Fundamentalists and Modernists in American
Presbyterianism in the early 20th Century provide biblically grounded lessons learned for current
ministry leaders that can be framed theoretically by John Kotter’s eight stages for change
leadership? Those answers will serve as the foundation of practical lessons learned in change
leadership that may be applied by ministry leaders, and in some cases, by leaders in other fields
and/or professions during their own professional exercise of change leadership.
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CHAPTER FOUR: ANALYSIS

As noted in Chapter One, the premise of this research is that the eight stages of Kotter’s
change leadership provide an effective framework for articulating the change leadership of
Machen during the Modernist and Fundamentalist Controversy of the early Twentieth Century.
As noted in Chapter Two, this research suggests that Paul’s epistle to the Galatians forms a
biblical and theological foundation for the motivation for Machen’s own change leadership
centuries later. This chapter will expand on those two premises by answering specific research
questions. The primary research question is “Does the change leadership of J. Gresham Machen
during the doctrinal controversy between Fundamentalists and Modernists in American
Presbyterianism in the Twentieth Century provide biblically grounded lessons learned for current
leaders that can be framed theoretically by John Kotter’s eight stages for change leadership?” To
effectively answer that primary research question, four secondary questions will be analyzed and
answered in the present chapter. Those secondary research questions for consideration are 1)
how does Paul’s leadership in the Epistle to the Galatians provide a biblical foundation for
change leadership, 2) what are the connections between Paul’s situation requiring change in
Galatians and the issues of Machen’s situation during the controversy in early 20th Century
American Presbyterianism, 3) what are John Kotter’s eight steps for successful change
leadership, 4) how do Paul’s leadership in Galatians and Machen’s leadership in American
Presbyterianism correspond to Kotter’s eight steps. Those four secondary research questions will
now be addressed in sequence.
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Secondary Research Question One
The initial secondary research question is “how does Paul’s leadership in the Epistle to
the Galatians provide a biblical foundation for change leadership?” This section will articulate
why and how Paul’s epistle indeed provides a biblical foundation for change leadership.
In examining why Paul exercised change leadership in the Galatian Church, one must
note that there is historical debate as to which Galatians Paul was addressing in the epistle at
hand. As if there were an ancient equivalent of the Mason-Dixon line in Galatia, the debate
regarding the actual recipients or subjects of Paul’s letter primarily revolves around whether or
not Paul was writing to churches in the north or south of the broader province of Galatia. Over
time, Gauls from Europe migrated to the Galatian region, now modern-day Turkey, and settled
originally in the northern area of what progressively became a larger province under the
influence of the Roman empire. That larger province grew to a size of approximately 250 miles
north to south and 175 miles east to west.156 The debate as to whether or not Paul was addressing
churches in northern or southern Galatia is robust enough that in his commentary on Galatians,
F. F. Bruce, a British scholar who wrote commentaries on most of Paul’s epistles, devotes an
entire chapter to the subject. In the end though, he concludes that “it ill becomes champions of
either view to disparage the rival view or those who maintain it. The fact that so many competent
scholars can be cited in support of either position suggests the evidence for neither is
absolutely—conclusive.”157 Thomas Schreiner notes that whether one accepts the northern or the
southern recipient viewpoint does impact “how we correlate Galatians with Acts,” but it is an
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issue whose importance “must not be exaggerated” and that “the destination of the letter does not
fundamentally change its interpretation.”158 At this point, Machen himself would agree with
Schreiner as he says in his own work on Galatians that:
Fortunately the essential teaching of the Epistle is independent of the question where the
churches to which it is addressed are to be found. Whether those churches were in North
Galatia or in South Galatia, they were falling into a very modern, as well as a very
ancient, error, and the Epistle which Paul wrote to them in the first century is eminently a
tract for our twentieth-century times.159
Machen’s point here minimalizing the importance of the recipient’s location also serves to
emphasize the importance of the issue Paul was addressing to the Galatian churches. Schreiner
and Machen both emphasize that what was significant was not the geography of the Galatians,
but the theology of the Galatians and their doctrinal error therein. Machen’s note regarding their
error as being both modern and ancient relays the timeless significance of the issue and that it is
relevant to leaders at all times.
After noting that the primary issue Paul addressed is theological, a further examination of
the doctrinal error of the Galatians is in order. In short, the Galatians were guilty of returning to
beliefs and practices consistent with the Jewish faith and the Mosaic law as opposed to the
Gospel of the Christian faith. MacArthur notes in his commentary that “Galatians embodies the
germinal teaching on Christian freedom which separated Christianity from Judaism.”160 In the
eyes of Paul, the Galatians were in fact exchanging that “germinal teaching” and rapidly closing
the gap between the two faiths. Prominently discussed by Paul in Galatians is the Old Covenant
rite of circumcision. Circumcision was the sign and seal of God’s covenant with Abraham
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recorded in the account of the Abrahamic Covenant in Genesis 17. Any male eight days old, born
or brought into a Jewish household, was to receive the sign and seal of circumcision to
demonstrate their membership in the covenant community of God. Any male that did not receive
circumcision was to be “cut off” from God’s people. The Galatians found themselves under the
influence of “Judaizers” who sought to make the rite of circumcision a necessary requirement for
inclusion in the covenant community under the New Covenant as it had been under the old. For
the Judaizers, the uncircumcised were to be “cut off” from God’s people as prescribed in Genesis
17:14. That view is antithetical to the Gospel message of Paul who preached to the Galatians in
Galatians 2:16 that “we know that a person is not justified by works of the law but through faith
in Jesus Christ, so we also have believed in Christ Jesus, in order to be justified by faith in Christ
and not by works of the law...” In Romans, Paul wrote to the Roman church in Romans 3:21-22a
that “…now the righteousness of God has been manifested apart from the law, although the Law
and the Prophets bear witness to it—the righteousness of God through faith in Jesus Christ.”
Later in that same chapter Paul wrote in Romans 3:28 that “for we hold that one is justified by
faith apart from the works of the law.” In Philippians 3:2, Paul instructed the Philippian church
to “look out for the dogs, look out for evildoers, look out for those who mutilate the flesh.” There
Paul was addressing the same error of similar false teachers who insisted that the Old Covenant
rite of circumcision was required for an acceptable righteousness before God and inclusion in
His covenant people. He further declared later in Philippians 3:8-9, after a discussion of his own
superficial worthiness, that he disqualified it all as a source of true righteousness and that he did
so “in order that I may gain Christ and be found in him, not having a righteousness of my own
that comes from the law, but which comes through faith in Christ, the righteousness from God
that depends on faith.” In his commentary on Philippians, MacArthur notes Paul’s use of the
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word “dogs” to describe the false teachers. He states that dogs are an animal the Philippians
would have viewed as unclean and dangerous and worthy of avoidance.161 MacArthur further
notes that Paul reminded the Ephesians church in Ephesians 2 that “salvation is by grace alone
through faith alone” and, as Matthew 7:15 notes, “those who teach otherwise are ravenous,
savage wolves.”162 Knowing Paul’s actual intended audience in Galatia, north or south, would
support a better understanding of when Paul engaged the Galatians about the seriousness of the
error of looking for a sense of righteousness in the works of the law, but these texts and Paul’s
language display that righteousness in Christ alone through faith alone was the consistent
premise of the gospel he preached and one that he shared in his epistles across the spectrum of
churches he planted during his missionary journeys. The teachings of the Judaizers, the “dogs” of
Philippians 3, then was a clear and damning violation of the fundamental premise of Paul’s
ministry and the fundamental premise of God’s redeeming message to not just the Galatians, but
to all people in all times.
While circumcision is the primary work of the law advocated for by the Judaizers as
necessary for the Galatian believers’ spiritual security, it was not the only aspect of the law they
preached subscription to for righteousness’ sake. In addition to teaching that circumcision was
required of true Christians, they also conveyed that the observation of certain significant days
that were prescribed as special in Jewish ceremonial law was essential. This is clearly the case in
Galatians 4:9 when Paul asks, “how can you turn back again to the weak and worthless
elementary principles of the world, whose slaves you want to be once more? You observe days
and months and seasons and years! I am afraid I have labored over you in vain.” As he did when
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he addressed certain days in both Romans 14 and Colossians 2, here Paul once again addressed a
church under his ministry of the Gospel that was acknowledging specific days and events on a
religious calendar in the pursuit of a vain form of righteousness. While some commentators think
that Paul was referring to the Galatians’ observation of pagan holidays, this is inconsistent with
the reality that Paul addressed the issue of special day observances in his other epistles and that
when doing so, he was doing so in connection with wrongful Gentile allure toward Jewish
religious days of significance. Also, within the context of the epistle to the Galatians overall, it is
convincing “that the readers are being criticized for observance of the OT calendar and hence
devotion to OT law.”163 Martin Luther, wrote definitively that Paul was addressing the error of
the Galatians seeking righteousness in observance of the Jewish calendar. After noting
Augustine’s support of this position, Luther writes that:
…he speaks not of that Gentile custom of observing days, which pertain only to the body,
but he speaks of the law of God, and of the observation of days and months according to
the law of Moses; that is to say, concerning religious days, months, and seasons, which
the Galatians taught by false apostles observed for justification. For Moses has
commanded the Jews to keep holy the Sabbath day, the new moons, the first and seventh
month, the three appointed times or feasts (namely the Passover, the Feast of Weeks, and
of the Tabernacles) and the year of Jubilee. These ceremonies the Galatians were
constrained by the false prophets to keep as necessary to righteousness. Therefore, he
says that they, losing the grace and liberty which they had in Christ, were turned back to
the serving of weak and beggarly elements. For they were persuaded by the false apostles
that these laws must be kept, and by keeping them they should obtain righteousness; but
if they kept them not, they should be damned.164
Here, Luther’s note that if the Galatians failed to observe the proper days that, according to the
false teachers, they should be damned, is reminiscent of those who in Genesis 17 failed to
receive circumcision and were “cut off.” Ryken notes at this point that “any religion that is based
on observing special days is primitive because it reduces a relationship to a ritual. It makes
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following God a matter of doing one’s duty rather than receiving God’s grace.”165 Paul clearly
opposed that Christianity has an obligation of duty at its saving foundation throughout his
epistles, and he stated as much here in Galatians and in Ephesians 2:8 when he wrote, “for by
grace you have been saved through faith. And this is not your own doing; it is the gift of God.”
Each category of doctrinal failures, either submitting to circumcision or observing special days,
demonstrated signs of righteousness to the Judaizer mindset, but they each also stand in contrast
to the Gospel that teaches that righteousness comes only through faith alone in Christ alone. Paul
actually conveyed the desperation and poverty of the concept of seeking righteousness in the
religious works of the law in the preceding verses of Galatians 4 and earlier in Galatians 3.
In Galatians 4:5, Paul noted that the people of God received “adoption as sons” through
the redemption of God’s Son who came in the “fullness of time” to “redeem those under the
law.” Earlier in Galatians 3:24, Paul noted that “the law was our guardian until Christ came, in
order that we might be justified by faith.” Paul went on to note in Galatians 3:26 that believers
are no longer under the guardianship of the law, but are “all sons of God, through faith.” Jason
Meyer in the work The Doctrine on Which the Church Stands or Falls points out here that “…the
coming of faith (3:25) refers to the coming of the new era of fulfillment ushered in by the
coming of Christ. Now that Christ has come, the era of the law as the “guardian” has ended, so
that believers are no longer under the law.”166 Paul pointed out then that not only was the
Galatians’ doctrinal error immense, because the era of the law’s guardianship was over for those
in Christ, but also that the Galatians were returning to its guardianship and to their status of mere
servants under it when they had already received the position of full heirs as “sons of God.”
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MacArthur points out here that in using the term “adoption,” Paul was describing “a man’s
giving of sonship to someone who is not his natural child.”167 While this sounds much like the
concept of adoption in current culture, MacArthur further clarifies the role of adoption in Roman
culture under which a “wealthy, childless man would adopt a young slave, who would trade his
slavery for sonship, and with all its concomitant privileges.”168 Keller elaborates further on the
meaning of Paul’s use of “adoption” here in Galatians:
This is a legal term. In the Greco-Roman world, a childless, wealthy man could take one
of his slaves and adopt him. At the moment of adoption, he ceased to be a slave and
received all the financial and legal privileges within the estate and outside world as the
son and heir. Though by birth he was a slave without a relationship with the father, he
now receives the legal status of son. It is a new life of privilege.169
F. F. Bruce goes deeper than Keller in his commentary on Paul’s meaning regarding this GrecoRoman institution of adoption:
…Greek and Roman law were well acquainted with the institution of adoption. In Paul’s
day it played an increasingly important part in Roman life; for example, from the late first
century to the mid-second century AD and beyond successive Roman emperors adopted
men not related to them by blood with the intention that they should succeed them in the
principate. If the son to be adopted was not yet of age, his father conveyed him into the
potestas of his adoptive father by a pretended sale. Once adopted into the new family, the
son was in all legal respects on a level with those born into that family. If the son to be
adopted was of age, he was adopted by his new father in the ceremony of adrogatio, in
which the pontifex maximus and the augurs were involved.170
This adoptive relationship described by Paul as the state of the believer through faith may appear
gender exclusive to females in current times, but Paul’s intent was the opposite. While adoption
was commonly employed in the era for the purpose of establishing an heir, and while only males
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could be heirs in Greco-Roman times, Paul’s use of the term “son” in the adoptive relationship
that he described for the believer was to be applied to believers of both genders. As Keller states:
In most ancient cultures, daughters could not inherit property. Therefore, “son” meant
“legal heir,” which was a status forbidden to women. But the gospel tells us we are all
sons of God in Christ. We are all heirs. Similarly, the Bible describes all Christians
together, including men, as the “bride of Christ” (Revelation 21:2) God is evenhanded in
His gender-specific metaphors. Men are part of His Son’s bride; and women are His sons,
His heirs. If we don’t let Paul call Christian women “sons of God,” we miss how radical
and wonderful a claim this is.171
So in summary, Paul was addressing fundamental doctrinal errors with the Galatians in the
epistle. He was revealing to them that by adhering to the Judaizers’ teachings, in contradiction to
the Gospel they were taught and received, they were placing themselves once again in a spiritual
position of servitude to the law which was never designed to provide salvation. Further, they
were acting contrary to the familial position they now held as adoptive children of God; an
adoption that took place solely upon their faith in Christ alone. The Galatians’ actions were
contradictory to the teaching of the Gospel of Jesus Christ and antithetical to the redemptive plan
of God as revealed in Scripture. In an attempt to appear righteous, they were acting completely
outside the scope of the only righteousness that matters, the saving righteousness of Christ that
comes only through faith alone. Their actions were indeed consistent with religion outside the
context of the Gospel of Christ, but that context was as Paul said in Galatians 1, “a different
gospel – not that there is another one.” As Platt and Merida state:
If your Christianity consists of slavery to religion in order to make yourself right before
God, then it is just as if you’re giving yourself to the pagan religions of the world. But
Christianity is radically different from those worldly religions. Rather than slaves of
religion, we are sons in a relationship with God. 172
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Paul was so disturbed by the level of their error that he proclaims in Galatians 4 that “I am afraid
I have labored over you in vain.” Calvin refers to Paul’s expression here as “severe,” but he goes
on to note why such severity was in order:
To force Christians to submit to Judaism was in itself no small evil. But it was a far more
serious mischief when they set up holidays as meritorious works, in opposition to the
grace of Christ, and claimed that God was to be worshipped or propitiated in this way.
When such doctrines were received, the worship of God was corrupted, the grace of
Christ made void and freedom of conscience suppressed.173
Hendriksen echoes Calvin’s understanding of Paul’s severity in the midst of the Galatian
doctrinal error when he writes:
Paul is saying that strict observation of such days and festivals has nothing whatever to
do with securing the divine favor. As a foundation upon which to build one’s hope of
being justified in the sight of God such a superstition is utterly futile, nothing but sinking
sand.174
Again, Paul was noting that the doctrinal drift of the Galatians was taking them toward the
impoverished position of “slavery to a legal code,” rather than their adopted position of living “in
the full freedom of mature sonship” and thus his ministry to them would have been of no
spiritual consequence or “in vain.”175 Paul did not want to envision such futility and uselessness
in his ministry and the fact that he placed a sense of condition in the text when he says “I may
have” is a sign he did not ultimately believe he had. Instead, the statement surely was a message
of urgency to the Galatians regarding the gravity of their doctrinal error and their reciprocal need
to turn from it. As Calvin noted, Paul’s allusion to the potential vanity of his ministry to the
Galatians is severe in its meaning, but it is also hopeful in its lack of finality and conveys a sense
of deadly potential for the Galatians to awaken to, rather than to remain in permanently. Their
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drift toward seeking righteousness in works of the law arose because agents in their environment,
the Judaizers, entered their open system, the Galatian church, and disrupted the doctrinal
equilibrium that had been established through Paul’s teaching of the Gospel of Christ. The result
was the Galatians began to turn to “a different gospel – not that there is another one.” This
destructive doctrinal and spiritual reality in the Galatian church was the motivation for Paul’s
exercise of change leadership.
As noted previously in chapter two, Edgar Schein’s work on organizational culture notes
that a “desire for change…always begins with some kind of pain or dissatisfaction.”176 For the
Apostle Paul, that sense of pain or dissatisfaction was the Galatians’ movement away from the
Gospel, which teaches that believers are made righteous through faith alone in Christ alone, as
well as their movement toward the Judaizers’ false teaching that submission to works of the law
was essential for the Galatians to become true Gospel authentic Christians. Paul expressed his
pain and dissatisfaction to the Galatian church in Galatians 4 when he rhetorically asked in
Galatians 4:16, “have I then become your enemy by telling you the truth?” He was, of course,
contrasting the reality that they treated him as “an angel of God” when he first preached to them
and they believed, with the current situation in which the Galatians were embracing an alternate
and non-redeeming doctrine. In fact, they previously treated Paul so well that the protocol
displayed to him extended beyond that worthy of an angel to that level worthy of “Christ Jesus.”
That Paul was an apostle was in no way the reason for his positive reception. Ryken notes well
that “the reason for their warm welcome was not so much that they loved Paul as it was they
loved God’s Word.”177 The Galatians loved the Gospel, received it fully, and treated its
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messenger with splendor, thus Paul now felt as if he was an enemy when he saw their allegiance
to those who claimed to be authorities, the false teachers. Ryken also points out the irony of the
change in their affection towards Paul which grieves Paul so profoundly:
His gospel has not changed. He is still proclaiming the good news about the cross and the
empty tomb. He is still preaching justification by grace alone, through faith alone, in
Christ alone. Yet the Galatians were starting to reject the one true gospel. Unwilling to
hear the truth, they were treating Paul like an enemy. The very message that first created
the bond of their affection for him was starting to cause a rift between them.178
Both the Galatians’ clear understanding of the true message and their relationship with Paul had
shifted negatively. Paul was pained by both circumstances, but was motivated primarily to
exercise change leadership primarily for the sake of their souls. Secondly, Paul expressed his
pain when he compared it to the pain of a birth mother experiencing the “anguish of childbirth”
as he longed for their rightful spiritual maturity as “one who needs to endure again birth pains for
a second time.”179 Lastly in the passage, Paul expressed his pain and dissatisfaction with the
Galatians by proclaiming to them in Galatians 4:20 that “I am perplexed about you.” Paul
articulated his dissatisfaction here by stating to the Galatians that they had him at the point of
exasperation, because they had moved from a status of demonstrated genuine belief to apparent
apostasy in such an abrupt period of time.180 Paul, in Galatians 4, expressed the pain and
dissatisfaction that motivated his desire to lead change in the Galatian church and to move them
back into the safe domain of doctrinal truth. As a result of this pain and dissatisfaction, Paul
introduced what Schein would call disconfirming information or “disconfirmation,” which
Schein states is integral to the initiation of the necessary change leadership process that Lewin

178

Ibid., 175-176

179

Schreiner, Galatians, 289.

180

MacArthur, Galatians, 120.

.

74
would designate as “unfreezing.”181 To Schein, disconfirmation is information that facilitates the
“unfreezing” of any organization, a church in Paul’s instance, and informs members of an
organization that it is not operating as designed or according to its standards or values.182 Schein
notes that “disconfirming information can be economic, political, social, or personal—as when a
charismatic leader chides a group for not living up to its own ideals thereby induces guilt.”183
Schein works in secular educational institutions where he writes about his study of non-church
organizations, but his thoughts are applicable in the change leadership dynamic between Paul
and the Galatians, and Schein likely would certainly include the term “theological” in his list of
the types of disconfirming information leaders use if he was studying a church or theological
institution. Schein further notes that “change leaders then have to use the disconfirming data that
already exists or even be the source of it by defining the problem themselves, sometimes creating
a crisis to create change motivation.”184 Paul was undoubtedly that change leader and source of
disconfirming information for the Galatian church. He clarified they were deserting God and His
truth for “a different gospel.” Paul compared their actions to foolishness typical of those under a
trance. Paul stated that he found their behavior perplexing and he also clarified for them that they
were placing themselves again in a position of religious servitude before God instead of
embracing their rightful spiritual positions as sons and heirs of God through the righteousness of
Christ that they received through faith alone in Christ alone. For Paul, the Galatian church was
adrift, so in dissatisfaction and pastoral pain, he employed Gospel truth to disconfirm the
Galatians’ current status of doctrinal error to awaken the members of the Galatian church to the
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reality that they were not operating according to the truth that they had formerly accepted and
that they must adjust and reconnect to the truth of the Gospel of Christ. In doing so, Paul
“unfreezes” the current state of their error in order to move the Galatians to a better
understanding of the Gospel and toward a sure position of Gospel righteousness before the Lord.
In doing so, Paul’s pastoral leadership was coordinated with the definition of change leadership
mentioned in chapter one of this work.
As noted in chapter one, Kotter believes that leadership that establishes direction, aligns
people, and motivates and inspires people to successfully move in a direction that serves their
best interests as well as the interests of those that they support is effective change leadership.
Paul employed each of those activities in his change leadership with the Galatians. He provided
direction beginning in Galatians 1 by describing with clarity the wrong direction of the false
teachers which was a betrayal of the Gospel in pursuit of an earned righteousness through
adhering to works of the law. He then moved to provide positive direction later in Galatians 1 by
affirming the ultimate source of that direction is not Paul himself, but it was revelation directly
from Jesus Christ. Paul then used that authority in Galatians 2:16 to direct the Galatians back to
the true Gospel which proclaims that “a person is not justified by works of the law but through
faith in Jesus Christ, so we also have believed in Christ Jesus, in order to be justified by faith in
Christ and not by works of the law, because by works of the law no one will be justified.” After
his doctrinal message in the earlier chapters of the epistle, Paul moved on to the practical
outcomes of the doctrine and he aligned the Galatians with the fruit of the doctrine by telling the
Galatians in Galatians 5:16 to “walk by the spirit.” “Walking by the spirit” aligned the Galatians
away from the “desires of the flesh” which are “against the Spirit,” and which are not
representative of those who “walk by the spirit” and of those who “inherit the kingdom of God.”
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On the other hand, Paul’s alignment through encouraging the Galatians to “walk by the spirit”
positively aligned the church with the “fruits of the spirit.” These attributes belong to those who
“walk by the spirit,” because they are not self-produced. As Schreiner notes “they are not the
product of the old Adam or human strength…those who have the Spirit are not rendered inert or
lifeless. The Spirit is better than the law because a life pleasing to God is the result of his
work.”185 The fruits of the Spirit are indicators of a life aligned with grace whereas the works of
the flesh are reflective of a life otherwise aligned. Paul’s change leadership provided inspiration
and motivation through his description of the believer’s authentic gracious state in Christ as sons
and heirs instead of living as “enslaved” servants in the midst of false teaching. He provided a
vision of inspiration at the opening of Galatians 5 by proclaiming to them that they had been set
free in Christ, they had been “called to freedom,” and that they were never again to submit to
anything that resembled “a yoke of slavery.”
This section began with the secondary research question “how does Paul’s leadership in
the Epistle to the Galatians provide a biblical foundation for change leadership?” The research
shows that Paul articulated to the Galatian church the issues that were causing pain or
dissatisfaction and required change. Further, he clarified their doctrinal error, and he alerted the
Galatians to their desertion of the true Gospel. Paul also applied disconfirming information to
“chide” the church, to “unfreeze” the Galatians’ status quo, to awaken them to the reality that
they were operating according to “another gospel” and to motivate change. He provided direction
through his articulation of the doctrinal truth of the doctrine of justification by faith alone in
Christ alone in contrast to the error of seeking righteousness through works of the law. He
aligned the church by articulating that their behavior that was inconsistent with their values. In
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that effort, he described the works of the flesh, as well as described the behavior of a life that is
in “step with the spirit” and which demonstrates the fruits of the Spirit. He motivated and
inspired by calling the Galatians to live in consistency with their true redeemed status as sons
and heirs of God and in the midst of the freedom for which Christ set them free. This work will
now examine the next secondary research question, “what are the connections between Paul’s
situation requiring change in Galatians and Machen’s situation during the controversy in early
20th Century American Presbyterianism?”
Next Secondary Research Question
As noted, the next secondary research question seeks to answer if there are connections
between the issues requiring change that the Apostle Paul addressed in Galatians and the issues
that Machen led change amidst during the controversy amongst Presbyterians in the last century.
As noted in Galatians 1, the errors motivating a need for change that drew Paul’s change
leadership were doctrinal errors causing the Galatians’ desertion of the true Gospel. Machen was
also driven to exercise change leadership by, in Schein’s terms, the dissatisfactory pain caused
by doctrinal error that Machen believed was drawing his church away from the true and saving
Gospel, though in Machen’s case the church he was addressing was not a geographical or local
church, but a denominational one; the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. Though different in
centuries, in scale, and in some specifics, at their heart, the issues requiring change leadership
that Paul and Machen addressed with their respective church audiences possess significant
connections and led to corresponding actions by the leaders.
In addressing the initial secondary research question, it was noted that the doctrinal errors
of the Galatians consisted primarily of returning to the works of the Mosaic law for justification
before God, most specifically the rite of circumcision and the observance of significant days.
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Paul summarized the overall reality of the Galatian error in Galatians 1:6 when he noted that they
were “deserting” the Gospel. MacArthur illuminates the force of that word when he writes that
with respect to the word “deserting,” Paul referenced a sense of:
…military desertion, which was punishable by death during time of war, much as in
modern times. The Greek verb is reflexive, indicating that the act is voluntary. The
believers were not passively being removed, as the King James translation suggests, but
were in the process of removing themselves from the sphere of grace. The false teachers
were accountable for their corruption of God’s truth, but the Galatian Christians were
also accountable for being so easily misled by it to pursue legalism.186
While MacArthur notes the sense of “military desertion,” which carries a strong sense of
ramification, Schreiner notes that in other Jewish literature such as 2 Maccabees 7:24 the
meaning conveys a sense of theological apostasy.187 Frederick F. Bruce writes that the author of
Hebrews in Hebrews 11 employs the same word to note the effect of “Enoch’s translation from
the earth.”188 Overall, it is clear that Paul was rebuking the Galatians for an error they were
actively engaged in which would separate them from the theological, saving truth they
previously received under Paul’s teaching. This voluntary error on their part would not only
separate them from saving truth, but in doing so produce the effect of separating them from “him
who called you in the grace of Christ,” namely the Father. As Platt and Merida state, “Paul says
that the Galatians are turning away from “Him,” not merely from a set of principles. When you
turn from the gospel, you are turning from the God of all grace.”189 The great preacher Charles
Spurgeon remarked of the Galatians’ desertion that “the Galatians were a very fickle people.
They seem to have left the gospel, to have adulterated it, and to have fallen into Ritualism, into
Sacramentarianism, into salvation by works, and all the errors into which people usually fall

186

MacArthur, Galatians, 13.

187

Schreiner, Galatians, 84.

188

Bruce, 80.

189

Pratt and Merida, 19.

.

79
when they go away from the gospel.”190 So, the Galatians were in desertion, transitioning
themselves away from theological truth and the “God of all grace” and making this transition at
such a pace that Paul alluded to its speed as he writes in Galatians 1:6, “I am astonished that you
are so quickly deserting him who called you in the grace of Christ and are turning to a different
gospel.” Regarding this mention of pace, Longenecker points out that Paul’s use of the word
“quickly” concerning the Galatians’ desertion may well be an allusion to Israel quickly turning
from the way in Exodus 32 during the incident with the golden calf and again with respect to
their abandoning their God for pagan idolatry in Judges 2.191 In each instance, including the
Galatians’ situation, the people of God rapidly turned from the true God and from the truth about
God to falsehood. Paul, in Galatians, was thus addressing accelerated, active disobedience to the
truth accompanied by disloyalty and desertion of both the truth itself and its source, “the God of
all grace.” Machen experienced similar dynamics and connections of pace and error in his
relationship with the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A as Paul did with the Galatians church.
Fosdick and Machen on Doctrine Itself
The start of Machen’s connection with Paul’s issues requiring change within the Galatian
church is the reality that Machen, like Paul, found dissatisfying pain with issues of a doctrinal
nature. As previously noted, an infamous encapsulation of the Modernist issue and viewpoints is
found in the sermon of Harry Emerson Fosdick given on 22 May 1922 at New York City’s First
Presbyterian Church entitled “Shall the Fundamentalists Win?” Fosdick’s views spread in the
follow-on nationwide distribution of the content of the sermon in a pamphlet entitled “The New
Knowledge and the Christian Faith.” Machen, in response, articulated his doctrinal exceptions to
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Fosdick’s Modernist ideas in lectures, journal articles, and most prominently in his classic book
Christianity & Liberalism. Machen clarified that his exceptions dealt not only with the issues of
doctrine that Fosdick specifically contrasted between the Modernist and Fundamentalist
perspectives in his sermon, but with the necessity of doctrine itself. In his infamous sermon,
Fosdick addresses the doctrines of the inspiration of Holy Scripture, the Virgin Birth, the Second
Coming of Christ, and the atoning work of Christ at Calvary. He also compared fellow Christians’
concern for the defense of such fundamental doctrines with “noise” and found it “almost
unforgivable that men should tithe mint and anise and cumin, and quarrel over them, when the
world is perishing for lack of weightier matters of the law, justice, and mercy, and faith.”192
Elsewhere in his sermon, he claimed, with respect to the meaning he applied to such subjects, that
“nothing in all the world is so much worth thinking of as God, Christ, the Bible, sin and salvation,
the divine purposes for humankind, life everlasting.”193 However; in light of what Fosdick referred
to as the “new knowledge,” he represented Modernism as the thoughtful, intellectual alternative to
the orthodox doctrines held by “Fundamentalists” of an “intolerant church.” 194 With his approach
to these four specific doctrines, Fosdick gave a homiletical expression to his overall Modernist
approach to doctrine at large. In his work, As I See Religion, Fosdick wrote that:
The envenomed controversy also as to which is the true theology, which for centuries has
kept Christianity, in general, and Protestantism, in particular, fighting mad, seems largely
futile, not because the discovery of the truth about God is unimportant, but because the
idea that anybody has so discovered and defined God that he should controversially desire
to enforce his opinion on another is absurd. All theology tentatively phrases in current
thought and language the best that, up-to-date, thinkers on religion have achieved; and the
most helpful thing about any system of theology is that it will not last.195
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Stonehouse wrote of Fosdick’s doctrinal views that the preacher’s belief regarding doctrine
essentially conveyed that:
…the essence of Christianity consists of certain abiding experiences. On this approach the
doctrinal formulation of the Christian religion as found in the Bible are viewed as merely
temporary mental categories in which those experiences came to expression. Accordingly
quite new doctrinal formulations might, and should, from time to time emerge to enshrine
those experiences.196
In his historic sermon, Fosdick tied that provisional mentality regarding doctrine to Jesus himself
by stating that “Jesus had not a simply historic, but a contemporary God, speaking now, working
now, leading his people now from partial into fuller truth. Jesus believed in the progressiveness
of revelation…”197 To Fosdick, theological reality was to be interpreted by the given moment in
time or “now” as opposed to its historic reality and historic understanding which Fosdick
believed only to be the result of a “partial” revelation. To Fosdick, theological truth, as it can be
temporarily grasped, is determined through the current experiences of believers of such religious
ideas in light of the moment in which they lived. It is a momentary understanding of how God is
speaking, how God is working, and how God is leading in the contemporary hour. Given the
“great mass of new knowledge” that Fosdick understood had entered man’s possession, it was
imperative for Christians to reinterpret previous understandings of what they believed about
Christianity and to “see the Christian faith in terms of this new knowledge.”198 What Christians
had “tentatively” understood about Christianity in the past without the “new knowledge” had to
be adjusted in light of what was now known and “blended in a new combination” of the “new
knowledge and the old faith.”199 For Fosdick, this reinterpreted approach to understanding the
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Christian faith should be the normative practice of Christians not just in his era, but in all eras of
the Church as well. In the context of this understanding of doctrine itself, Fosdick examined the
four specific Christian doctrines in his sermon and expounded on them with a sense of
astonishment that those who held to their historic truth would regard them not as malleable
understandings due re-definition in light of the progress of time, but as divinely revealed eternal
truth “which no one is to pass except on terms of agreement.”200 Fosdick believed, that these
doctrines must be reframed in light of the “new knowledge,” that the historic theological
understanding of them must be capable of being forgotten and that no one, in Fosdick’s construct
of doctrine, has a “right to deny the Christian name to those who differ with him on such points
and to shut against them the doors of Christian fellowship.”201 In the mind of Machen, both
Fosdick’s understanding of doctrine itself as a definition for religious experiences with respect to
the time and knowledge one possesses in his given moment, along with Fosdick’s separate
understanding of the four doctrines specifically addressed in his momentous sermon were each
incredible errors. To Machen, those errors required address for the sake of the truth of Scripture
and the health of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A.—the denomination in which Machen
was an ordained Teaching Elder and Fosdick was a regular, but only, a guest preacher at the time
he delivered his sermon of note.
While Clarence Macartney of Philadelphia’s Arch Street Presbyterian Church was the
first to prominently seek to counter Fosdick’s proclamation of Modernism in his sermon entitled
“Shall Unbelief Win?,” Machen was quick to follow with his own rebuttals. Machen was an
admirer of Macartney, a classmate at Princeton Theological Seminary, and referred to Macartney
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as a “great man,” but Machen was also compelled to join the fight against Modernism more
broadly than with only a focus on Fosdick. Machen had significantly begun to address
Modernism even before Fosdick’s sermon with prominent lectures such as his address to the
Twenty-Eighth Annual Convention of the Ruling Elders Association of Chester Presbytery
entitled “The Present Attack against the Fundamentals of our Christian Faith, from the Point of
View of Colleges and Seminaries.”202 In this address from November 1921, Machen laid out his
objections to Modernism and he did so in such a way as to lay the foundation for his forthcoming
work Christianity & Liberalism which would be published by The MacMillan Company in 1923.
In his 1923 work, Machen answered Modernist objections to specific orthodox doctrines like
those Fosdick addressed, but he began by examining the necessity of doctrine itself and he drew
great distinctions between himself and the Modernist views held by those of Fosdick’s
theological tribe. For Fosdick, doctrine was the ongoing repackaging of Christian experience in
light of modern knowledge or “new knowledge” and it was evolutionary in nature. To Fosdick,
Christianity was experiential at its essence. Fosdick’s progressive view of doctrine is evident in
his homiletical remarks from the First Presbyterian pulpit when he spoke of the Bible. Fosdick
reflected on the Koran, the sacred text of Islam, and how views expressed in the Koran were like
chronological anchors that countered the progress of the Islamic religion. In Fosdick’s doctrinal
mind; however, the Bible did not remain similarly anchored in place, because “only in the Bible
these elements are not final; they are always being superseded; revelation is progressive.”203 In
his autobiography, Fosdick would elaborate and state that:
No existent theology can be a final formulation of every realm of human life and thought,
religion not least of all. Concerning every human experience theories of explanation and
interpretation are essential, but however confidently they may be held, their probable
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insufficiency must be assumed and their displacement by more adequate ways of thinking
positively hoped for. Cosmic theories and theologies are a menace to the Christian cause.204
Doctrine to Fosdick then was temporary and resulted “from the conditioning of the social matrix
in which it is formulated.”205 What is meaningful in “Christian thinking, like all thinking, starts
with experience which outlives all changes in doctrine about it, and constitutes the ever-recurrent
test and criterion of truth, and the ultimate basis of religious certainty.”206 Fosdick went on to say
in “Shall the Fundamentalists Win?” that:
There are multitudes of Christians, then, who think, and rejoiced as they think of the Bible
as the record of the progressive unfolding of the character of God to his people from early
primitive days until the great unveiling in Christ; to them the Book is more inspired and
inspiring than ever it was before. To go back to a mechanical and static theory of inspiration
would mean to them the loss of some of the most vital elements in their spiritual experience
and in their appreciation of the Book. 207
For Fosdick, the meaning of Christianity progressed as time progressed and was expounded and
understood in light of current understandings and as it unfolded in the “vital elements” of
individuals’ “spiritual experience.”
Machen countered this Modernist understanding of the importance of doctrine in
Christianity & Liberalism and declared that “faith is essentially dogmatic.”208 Machen was well
aware of problems regarding doctrine with Fosdick even before Fosdick’s milestone sermon as
noted by Fosdick’s biographer Robert Moats Miller who recorded that in a letter in 1916 that
Machen assessed Fosdick homiletically and noted that “…he is dreadful. Just the pitiful modern
stuff about an undogmatic Christianity.”209 In Christianity & Liberalism, Machen articulates the
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“undogmatic” Modernist perspective more broadly stating that Modernists view “teachings as
unimportant” and that “creeds are merely the changing expression of a unitary Christian
experience, and provided only they express that experience they are all equally good.”210 In
complete agreement with Machen, Henry Clay Morrison, founder of Asbury Theological
Seminary, would say of Fosdick’s Modernism:
Dr. Fosdick does not believe that we have yet found an infallible foundation upon which
to build a system of divine truth that is trustworthy, that will abide, a Rock of Ages on
which we can rest our faith with a full assurance of salvation, something to be believed,
preached, preserved, and handed down from generation to generation, upon which men
may build their hopes for deliverance from sin and everlasting life.211
Taking his lead from the Apostle Paul, Machen possessed a different view of doctrine than
Fosdick and therefore found Fosdick’s views, in Schein’s terms, dissatisfying and requiring
change. Machen believed that the Apostle’s words were not just inspiring, as Fosdick would put
it, but inspired and authoritative, and he said of Paul regarding doctrine that “Paul was certainly
not indifferent to doctrine; on the contrary, doctrine was the very basis of his life.”212 Paul
recorded in 1 Timothy 1:10 that doctrine is not an optional, ever-changing dynamic, and not just
the basis of his own life, but an enduring standard for the life which all God’s people are called
to live. Paul echoed that sentiment in 1 Timothy 4:6 when he noted living in accordance with
“good doctrine” is essential to being a “good servant of Christ Jesus.” To Paul, and therefore to
Machen, doctrine existed, was enduring, and was the standard of living for the believer as
opposed to an evolving understanding individuals arrive at within the framework of the current
knowledge of a recent time and which should inevitably give way to a new understanding as time
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and knowledge progressed. Doctrine to Machen was essential and in no way a “menace,” nor
was religious experience for Machen the “criterion of truth, and the ultimate basis of religious
certainty.” Instead, the reverse was true for Machen. Experience did not give definition to
truthful doctrine, but rather, experiences and life are to be lived, motivated by, interpreted, and
understood in light of it. As he writes, “a creed is not a mere expression of Christian experience,
but on the contrary, it is a setting forth of those facts upon which experience is based.”213 For
Fosdick and his fellow Modernists, Christianity was a life to be lived and the experiences of that
life led to doctrinal understandings for the given moment. For Paul and Machen, Christianity was
a faith built on historical facts and the experiences a Christian had were to be interpreted and
motivated by the truth of the doctrine that gave life to the religion. As Machen writes:
But if one fact is clear, on the basis of this evidence, it is that the Christian movement at its
inception was not just a way of life in the modern sense, but a way of life founded upon a
message. It was based, not upon mere feeling, not upon mere program of work, but upon
an account of facts. In other words it was based upon doctrine.214
By “this evidence” Machen was referring to the historic realities of the Christian faith that “were
definite historical information” that “has been preserved in the Epistles of Paul” and which are
“regarded by all serious historians as genuine products of the first Christian generation.”215 So,
for Fosdick doctrine was evolving based on contemporary information through which the
believer discovered an understanding of truth for that era. For Machen and Paul though,
Christianity is recorded in history as fact, and inspired Scripture provides a clear understanding
of those facts upon which doctrine is made manifest to the believer to build his or her life and
faith upon. Fosdick and Machen then had antithetical views on the origin and role of doctrine.
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Machen built his understanding of the importance of doctrine on Scripture. He could not accept
Fosdick’s non-historical, non-biblical understanding of doctrine, nor could Machen faithfully
allow for its propagation in the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. Fosdick’s views on doctrine
were a reality in the church at large that caused Machen pain and dissatisfaction and which
motivated an obligation within Machen to “unfreeze” the situation and pursue the leadership of
change.
As Paul was driven to lead change with the Galatian church as a result of a dissatisfactory
doctrinal reality, Machen objected to Fosdick’s view of doctrine in general. He also objected to
the specific dissatisfactory doctrinal views typical of Modernism which Fosdick contrasted in
“Shall the Fundamentalists Win?” with the orthodox positions held historically by the
Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. Those historic denominational positions were consistent with
the Westminster Confession of Faith and the Holy Scriptures. The specific doctrinal issues were
again, the Virgin Birth of Christ, the inspiration of the Bible, the Second Coming of Christ, and
the substitutionary Atonement of Christ.
Doctrinal Differences on the Virgin Birth
The Virgin Birth was the doctrine first addressed by Fosdick in his sermon contrasting his
Modernist perspective and the historic doctrinal position. Fosdick noted that one course of action
was to accept the Virgin Birth as “historic fact; it actually happened; there was no other way for
a personality like the Master to come into this world except by special biological miracle.”216 It
is worth noting that Fosdick referred to Jesus as a “personality” as opposed to a reference that
would equate Him to the historic understanding of Jesus as the second member of the Trinity; the
eternal Son of God. This choice seems to support the logic of Fosdick’s sermon as he then
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progressed to the discussion of other significant historical figures such as Buddha, Zoroaster,
Lao-Tzu and Mahavira who “according to the records of their faiths” were also “supernaturally
born.”217 Fosdick also considered “personalities” like Plato, Pythagoras, and Augustus Caesar
who reached a level of public adoration that they also were considered products of “miraculous
birth.”218 This is the category in which Modernists like Fosdick believed the birth of Jesus should
be included. Christ was adored by His followers and as such His birth became referred to as a
“special biological miracle.” For Modernists like Fosdick, the biological miracle of the Virgin
Birth though was not a doctrinal construct “that our modern minds” can support, yet Fosdick
preached that those who hold it should sit side by side with those who believe it passe and
inappropriate for the modern mind to consider, because “is not the Christian church large enough
to hold within her hospitable fellowship people who differ on points like this, and agree to differ
until the fuller truth be manifested?”219 To Machen, the answer to Fosdick’s rhetorical question
was unequivocally no. Machen understood that the Scriptures and the confessional standards of
the Presbyterian denomination in which he was an ordained Teaching Elder, and in which
Fosdick was a guest preacher, were in complete disagreement with Fosdick’s Modernist position.
The Westminster Confession of Faith and its Larger and Shorter Catechisms were
adopted in 1788 as the confessional statements of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. As such,
they served the confessional and educational purpose of containing the systematic truths of the
Bible from which the church was to be administered, educated, and discipled. The First
Presbyterian Church of New York remained bound confessionally to the Westminster Standards
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when Fosdick preached there, but his Modernist teaching in the sermon in question as a summary
of Modernism was consistently full of contradictions with the Westminster Standards.
Concerning the Virgin Birth, the Westminster Confession states in Chapter eight, section two
that:
The Son of God, the second person in the Trinity, being very and eternal God, of one
substance and equal with the Father, did, when the fullness of time was come, take upon
him man’s nature, with all the essential properties, and common infirmities thereof, yet
without sin; being conceived by the power of the Holy Ghost, in the womb of the virgin
Mary, of her substance. So that two whole, perfect, and distinct natures, the Godhead and
the manhood, were inseparably joined together in one person, without conversion,
composition, or confusion.220
The Westminster Confession of Faith doctrinally codifies the historic position on the Virgin
Birth. The Confession’s teaching of the doctrine is consistent with the historic Apostles and
Nicene Creeds, which to Machen exemplified the reality that the historic doctrine was
specifically selected for inclusion in such creedal statements of orthodox Christian beliefs and
that the Virgin Birth was viewed as one of “the most important things which the Christian
needed to know about Christ.”221 The Westminster Confession of Faith was the confessional
doctrinal position of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A at the time when Fosdick delivered his
sermon, and agreement with the Westminster Standards was an ordination standard for elders in
the denomination. The historic orthodox position inscribed in the Confession is based in
Scripture and consistent with Luke 1:26-36 where Luke wrote that Mary was a virgin, that she
would become pregnant, and that her pregnancy would be the result of the creative work of the
Holy Spirit. Clearly, Fosdick’s Modernist understanding of the Virgin Birth, which he believed
should be welcomed in any evangelical church, was inconsistent with these historic doctrinal and
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scriptural teachings, as well as the confessional allegiances of the denomination in which he was
a regular guest preacher and pastor.
Machen later in 1930 wrote an entire book on the doctrine entitled The Virgin Birth of
Christ which is approximately four hundred pages in length and considered by some to be his
magnum opus. Machen’s book on the doctrine of the Virgin Birth is a dense theological work
that he dedicated to his mother and about which she said, “your work is not one to read when
groggy with sleep.”222 Her failing health was a contributing factor to that reaction, but her more
important response was her conviction in the historicity of the orthodox view of the doctrine as
Machen spelled it out over those hundreds of pages.223 In his earlier book, Christianity &
Liberalism, Machen states that “the liberal preacher insists on the possibility of believing in
Christ no matter which view be adopted as to the manner of His entrance into the world.”224
Whenever Machen uses the term “the liberal preacher” the reader can understand that Machen
was referring to Fosdick’s mindset at that point as this was essentially the same position Fosdick
held and proclaimed in his sermon. While Machen conveyed that there are indeed true ministers
of the Gospel who hold to all doctrinal tenets of it minus a belief in the doctrine of the Virgin
Birth, he was also clear that the number of such men was minuscule and that they were
practically incapable of being found in the rolls of the clergy.225 Machen clarifies that the
“overwhelming majority of those who reject the Virgin Birth reject also the whole supernatural
content of the New Testament.”226 To Machen, such a state of disbelief in the supernatural was
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inconsistent with the true practice of the Christian faith, for to Machen the disciples founded
their apostolic ministry on a belief in the supernatural dynamics of the Savior and that “the
acceptance of the supernatural is thus the very heart and soul of the religion we profess.”227 The
Virgin Birth is indeed a supernatural miraculous biological anomaly, but Christianity is built on
such things and the New Testament consistently gives an account of supernatural actions in the
life of Christ. To Machen then, individuals are left with two choices:
Reject the miracles and you have in Jesus the fairest flower of humanity who made such
an impression upon His followers that after His death they could not believe that He had
perished but experienced hallucinations in which they thought they saw Him risen from
the dead; accept the miracles, and you have a Saviour who came voluntarily into this world
for our salvation, suffered for our sins upon the Cross, rose again from the dead by the
power of God, and ever lives to make intercession for us. The difference between those
two views is the difference between two totally diverse religions. It is high time that this
issue should be faced; it is high time that the misleading use of traditional phrases should
be abandoned and men should speak their full mind. Shall we accept the Jesus of the New
Testament as our Saviour, or shall we reject Him with the liberal Church?228
Thus, Machen’s position on the Virgin Birth was consistent with the ancient creedal statements
of Christianity, was consistent with the views of the Westminster Confession of Faith, the
confessional document of his denomination, and most importantly, and was consistent with
Machen’s understanding of the reality that the Christianity taught in the New Testament is
supernatural. That supernatural nature was to Machen “the very heart and soul of the religion that
we profess.”229 As Nichols notes regarding the doctrine’s importance to Machen, “to reject the
biblical account of the virgin birth is to view Christ as less than what he presents himself to
be.”230 For Fosdick and the Modernists though, the supernatural was unacceptable for the
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modern mind, and doctrines such as the Virgin Birth needed restructuring into constructs the
modern mind could come to terms with and profess as its version of Christianity. The reality that
Fosdick and other Modernist preachers like him believed and taught such things in the
denomination’s pulpits, given that Machen viewed their positions as those of another religion
altogether, filled Machen with dissatisfaction, and thus he stated it was “high time that this issue
should be faced.”231 Something had to give as liberal preachers were preaching something other
than what was contained in the Scriptures and in the confessional documents of the
denomination. To Machen, the situation was so doctrinally grave that change and change
leadership were required.
Doctrinal Differences on the Inspiration of Scripture
In “Shall the Fundamentalists Win?,” Fosdick expresses his objection to the traditional
evangelical doctrine of the Inspiration of Scripture. Fosdick described what is technically
referred to as verbal plenary inspiration as “one point of view” held by the Fundamentalists, but
which is actually also held by a much broader collection of Christians across denominations. He
described the doctrine first as the belief that “the original documents of the scripture were
inerrantly dictated by God to men.”232 This initial definition is his collegial one as he went on to
describe the doctrine as “that static and mechanical theory” that places the healthy inner life of
the Christian in “positive peril.”233 Fosdick further compared the traditional view on inerrancy as
comparable to the Islamic view of the Koran’s sacred authorship and that such a view by
Muslims has held their religion in an outdated state of connection to modern times. Fosdick
believed Islam was held in place by a view of inspiration that “has become a millstone about the
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neck of Mohammedanism.”234 For Fosdick, Christianity is not a religion weighted down with a
doctrine of inspiration that serves as a milestone, but a faith that understands revelation is
progressive and that its adherents are to adapt their understanding of Scripture to the modern
ideas available to them in their contemporary moment. Such restructuring of belief better allows
the modern mind to be inspired by the Bible to grasp and follow the “unfolding character of
God.”235 These Modernist views; however, were inconsistent with the confessional standards of
the church in which Fosdick was regularly filling the pulpit.
The Westminster Confession of Faith teaches in chapter one that:
…it pleased God to reveal himself, and to declare that his will unto his church and
afterwards, for the better preserving and propagating of the truth, and for the more sure
establishment and comfort of the church against the corruption of the flesh, and the
malice of Satan and of the world, to commit the same wholly unto writing.236
According to the Westminster Confession of Faith, that revelation which it pleased God “to
commit…unto writing,” is contained in the sixty-six books of the Old and New Testaments, and
not “the books commonly called Apocrypha,” and all were given “by inspiration of God to be the
rule of faith and life.”237 This position of the Westminster Confession is consistent with the
teachings of Scripture itself; particularly in the epistles of the Apostles Paul and Peter. Paul
affirms in 2 Timothy 3:16 that “all Scripture is breathed out by God and profitable for teaching,
for reproof, for correction, and for training in righteousness, that the man of God may be
complete, equipped for every good work.” The Apostle Peter affirms the authority of Scripture
when he writes in 2 Peter 1:20 “that no prophecy of Scripture comes from someone’s own
interpretation. For no prophecy was ever produced by the will of man, but men spoke from God
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as they were carried along by the Holy Spirit.” Further, Peter affirmed Paul’s writings as
Scripture in 2 Peter 3:15-16 when he notes the challenges of understanding Paul’s writings and
that some people err in understanding them as they do with other Scriptures. Thus, the
Westminster Standards, the confessional standards of the denomination in which Fosdick was
guest preaching, held to the position of the Bible itself and to the very doctrine of Inspiration that
Fosdick was comparing in a negative sense with that of Islam’s understanding of inspiration
regarding its own sacred text. This was a perspective which Fosdick believed modern believers
must no longer adhere to for the sake of the vitality of their religious health. With Fosdick’s view
of the doctrine of Inspiration both present and being preached within the church, Machen was
again faced with an issue of theological dissatisfaction that required change leadership.
Machen again was not a naturalist like Fosdick and his Modernist peers as is evident in
their differences regarding the Virgin Birth. Machen believed in the supernatural character of
Christianity. Also, his great mentor at Princeton Theological Seminary, Benjamin B. Warfield,
believed in Christianity’s supernatural character and with regard to the Bible and its inspiration
said, “the religion of the Bible is frankly a supernatural religion.”238 Machen echoes Warfield’s
thoughts in Christianity & Liberalism when he states, “The Bible contains an account of
revelation from God to man, which is found nowhere else.”239 Machen and Warfield agreed then
about both the supernatural character of their faith and the reality that the Bible itself was
supernaturally inspired by God. Fosdick believed progressive revelation was essential for
authentic spiritual experience for the modern mind, but Machen believed that while experiences
had their place, separated from the inspired and authoritative Bible, experience “withers away
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and dies.”240 Machen agreed with the confessional position of his denomination and that “…the
Bible not only is an account of important things, but that account is itself true, the writers having
been so preserved from error, despite a full maintenance of their habits of thought and
expression, that the resulting Book is the ‘infallible rule of faith and practice.’”241 The difference
of these views on Scripture’s origins then led Machen to a sense of dissatisfaction that called for
change, because he saw in that difference the reality of not only two different views on the Bible,
but again, two different religions. Machen notes that without an inspired and true Bible, “real
authority, for liberalism, can only be ‘the Christian consciousness’ of ‘Christian experience.’”242
Machen notes as well, that there is no collective affirmation of any real Christian experience,
therefore, the authority rests in the individual with each liberal Christian, in the words of the
book of Judges, deciding “what was right in their own eyes.” The Christian, along with historic
Christianity, takes another distinctly different view according to Machen and “finds in the Bible
the very Word of God” which becomes with respect to authority for the Christian “the very
Magna Carta of Christian liberty.”243 Therefore, in response to Fosdick’s and Modernism’s
teachings on Scripture, Machen had no other choice than to strive for change in the situation and
in his denomination, because in the perspectives of his doctrinal opponents he found that:
…it is no wonder, then, that liberalism is totally different from Christianity, for the
foundation is different. Christianity is founded on the Bible. It bases upon the Bible both
its thinking and its life. Liberalism on the other hand is founded upon the shifting
emotions of sinful man.244
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Distinctly separate sources of authority for the spiritual life of the Christian were, as Fosdick
homiletically suggested, not issues that Jesus would say were incompatible. As Fosdick stated of
Christ, “if he should walk through the ranks of this congregation this morning, can we imagine
him claiming as his own those who hold one idea of inspiration and sending from him into outer
darkness those who hold another?”245 Machen believed that Jesus would determine that the two
views were incompatible, because Machen states, that “our Lord Himself seems to have held the
high view of the Bible which is being rejected” by Fosdick and his theological allies in
Modernism.246 Machen found the Modernist view of the Bible, not simply unchristian, but also a
view with which Christ’s own use of Scripture was incompatible. For a preacher in a
Presbyterian pulpit then to hold such a view, given its incompatibility with the Westminster
standards, the Bible and Christ Himself required change, and for Machen to be a leader of such
change.
Doctrinal Differences on the Second Coming
As Fosdick articulated differing views on the Virgin Birth and the doctrine of Scripture’s
inspiration, so too did he articulate a historically, unorthodox Modernist view concerning the
Second Coming of Christ. He noted that there were some in evangelical churches that believed
that Christ will literally appear in the clouds, but he also pronounced another Modernist view.
Fosdick's view was that Christ’s second coming was not to be understood in terms of a heavenly
reappearance, but to be understood as Christ arriving in the development of mankind itself. This
view acknowledges “Christ is coming,” but not physically. Fosdick and his fellow Modernists
believed with respect to Christ’s return “that development is God’s way of working out his will”
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and that “the most desirable elements in human life have come through the method of
development.”247 What the Modernist perspective meant by development is that “when they say
Christ is coming, mean that, slowly it may be, but surely, his will and principles will be worked
out by God’s grace in human life and institutions, until ‘he shall see of the travail of his soul, and
be satisfied.’”248 Thus, Fosdick first presented a view he believed was held by Fundamentalists
that Christ will physically come again in the sky. He then presented that belief alongside a
Modernist view that Christ’s second coming is best understood in light of new knowledge to
mean that development on the earth that is aligned with Christ’s teaching is the Modernist’s
evidence of Christ’s return. To Fosdick, the latter was the correct view and he described
thousands of younger people in the church who were enrolled in or are “graduating from our
schools” who did not think of Christ’s return in a physical sense, but instead founded their
doctrinal understanding on the scope of humanity’s progress completely as they were unable to
intellectually entertain the Fundamentalist view.249 Though Fosdick preached that the
Fundamentalists wished to purge the churches of such views, he believed the two perspectives
could and should coexist in the evangelical church and Fundamentalists should not be able to
bring about the “tragedy” of shutting the door on beliefs toward the Second Coming that they
disagree with doctrinally.250 Despite Fosdick’s theory that all sides should remain in fellowship,
it is again clear that the historic view and the Modernist view of Christ’s return are radically
different.
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Fosdick’s view was again radically different from the position of his host denomination’s
confessional standard. The Westminster Confession of Faith in chapter eight states that “Christ
shall return to judge men and angels at the end of the world.”251 This position of the Westminster
Confession is consistent with Acts 1:10 where Luke records that Jesus’ disciples watched Him
ascend on a cloud that took Him out of their sight. Luke also records in Luke 1:11 that it was
also revealed to them that the Lord would return in the exact same manner. Though Fosdick
discounted this view of the doctrine of Christ’s return, his objection is out of accord with
Scripture and the Westminster Confession. Here again, the confessional statement of the
denomination in which he was preaching, agreed with Scripture and not with Fosdick’s
Modernist view. For Machen, this discrepancy was a reality that required change.
Machen addresses both Christ’s return and the Modernist’s differing evaluation of His
return in Christianity & Liberalism. As Fosdick addressed his perspective of Fundamentalists’
views in his sermon, Machen drew distinctions in this portion of his chapter on doctrine and
notes that there is a Premillennialist view of Christ’s return which he differs with as he also
differs with the Modernist’s view. He noted that according to Premillennialism, or Chiliasm,
Christ will return “when evil has reached its climax in the world.”252 At that climactic point, “the
Lord Jesus will return to this earth in bodily presence to bring about a reign of righteousness
which will last a thousand years, and that only after that period the end of the world will
come.”253 This is the position that Fosdick contrasts with Modernism in his sermon, but Machen
points out that it was not his position, nor the position of many other Christians across the
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church. Machen did not believe that Scripture articulated or contained a Premillennial view of
Christ’s return, but more importantly, though he noted a difference at that point, he further
emphasized the commonality shared between himself and his Premillennial brothers and sisters
in Christ. He noted that though they differed on a point of interpretation of the Bible, that they
shared a “reverence for the authority of the Bible.”254 They also together believed “the Lord will
come again and it will be no mere ‘spiritual’ coming in the modern sense.”255 Together the
Premillennialists and Machen also shared “our ascription of deity to the Lord Jesus, and our
supernatural conception both of the entrance of Jesus into the world and of the consummation
when He shall come again.”256 Thus, with regard to all supernatural aspects of Jesus, Machen
found an ally in the Premillennialists that Fosdick critiqued regarding this doctrine in his sermon.
In contrast, Machen could find no agreement concerning the Second Coming of Christ with
Fosdick and the Modernists.257 He again believed that historic Christianity held to a faith that
was supernatural in its essence as opposed to Modernism which was naturalistic in essence. As
Machen wrote, “It is really an issue between Christianity, whether premillennial or not, on the
one side, and a naturalistic negation of all Christianity on the other.”258 As Fosdick and the
Modernists’ views again represented to Machen a faith distinct from Christianity, he was faced
with a doctrinal reality that presented him with pain and dissatisfaction. Positions counter to
Scripture and the standards of the church were being both taught and accepted openly and with
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encouragement. Machen could not accept this painful doctrinal and ecclesiastical reality and
sought to drive change.
Doctrinal Differences Regarding the Atonement
In “Shall the Fundamentalists Win?,” Fosdick did not address the doctrine of Christ’s
atonement in near the detail that he addressed the other three doctrines. His comment on the
doctrine is confined to one portion of one sentence in which he remarks on the views he believes
Fundamentalists require Modernists to subscribe to which includes “that we must believe in a
special theory of the atonement—that the blood of our Lord, shed in a substitutionary death,
placates an alienated Deity and makes possible welcome for the returning sinner.”259 Of such a
view of the atonement and the other three doctrines, Fosdick stated, “If a man is a genuine
liberal, his primary protest is not against holding these opinions, although he may well protest
against their being considered the fundamentals of Christianity.”260 In very few words, Fosdick
then actually articulated an orthodox view of the atonement and its purpose and also noted his
liberal objection to anyone who would state that the orthodox view of the doctrine is essential to
the Christian faith. While Fosdick did not hold to an orthodox position on the atonement, his
words in his book A Guide to Understanding the Bible, make it clear that the issue was more
than that he did not, but that he could not. In his chapter entitled “The Idea of Man,” Fosdick
writes of the doctrine that “substitutionary atonement, where one suffers in place of others and
clears them by bearing the penalty that they deserve, is in view of modern ideas of justice to the
individual an immoral outrage.”261 Fosdick then did not just hold a different view than the
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orthodox view, but believed that the orthodox view was immoral and unworthy of the modern
believer. He went on to state regarding the doctrine of the atonement that “nowhere in the Bible
does ‘atonement’ mean what modern theologies, presupposing modern legal systems, have made
it mean.”262 Ironically, Fosdick used his famous sermon to call the church to modern adaptations
of historic doctrines, but concerning the atonement, he wanted no part of understanding it with
the aid of such things as “modern theologies” and “modern legal systems.” Historically, the
doctrine was not dependent on such things and men like Machen held to an understanding of the
doctrine that Fosdick in his work equated to immorality. Machen found these differences not to
be the proper or true context of Christian fellowship within the denomination, but instead, the
polar differences presented him with a dissatisfactory reality that required change.
The doctrinal confession of the denomination in which Fosdick was preaching articulated
a standard consistent with the historic Christian position on the atonement. Chapter eight of the
Westminster Confession of Faith is entitled “Of Christ the Mediator.” Section five of that chapter
states that:
The Lord Jesus, by his perfect obedience, and sacrifice of himself, which he, through the
eternal Spirit, once offered up unto God, hath fully satisfied the justice of his Father and
purchased, not only reconciliation, but an everlasting inheritance in the kingdom of
heaven, for all those whom the Father hath given unto him.263
The doctrinal confession is consistent with the Scriptures as exemplified by Paul’s epistle to the
Romans which declares in Romans 3:23-25 that “all have sinned and fall short of the glory of
God, and are justified by his grace as a gift, through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus, whom
God put forward as a propitiation by his blood, to be received by faith.” Thus, Fosdick was
preaching that the idea that Christ’s substitutionary death on behalf of those He came to save was
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in no way fundamental to Christianity and was an immoral doctrine in its very concept. This
view was in distinct opposition to what the denomination’s confessional standard presented as
the teachings of Scripture. Machen found this reality to be an unacceptable situation in the
church and he called for change.
In Christianity & Liberalism, Machen objects to Fosdick’s viewpoint on the doctrine and
alludes to it when he notes that the historic doctrine of the atonement is “ridiculed as being a
“subtle theory of the atonement,” an allusion to Fosdick who in his sermon used the term “a
special view of the atonement.”264 Machen writes in chapter six that:
…the basis of salvation is the redeeming work of Christ. According to Christian belief,
Jesus is our Saviour, not by virtue of what He said, not even by virtue of what He was,
but by what He did. He is our Saviour, not because He has inspired us to live the same
kind of life that He lived, but because He took upon Himself the dreadful guilt of our sins
and bore it instead of us on the cross. Such is the Christian conception of the Cross of
Christ.265
Machen went on to explain that for the modern preacher, the atonement, a doctrine he stated is
seldom mentioned in the Modernist perspective as evident in Fosdick’s only brief mention of it,
is regarded as having an exemplary impact on mankind in the profound example of Christ’s selfsacrifice for others. Whom the modern preacher does not believe is impacted by Christ’s death is
God Himself. There is no sense in Modernism that God’s wrath and justice are satisfied as the
effect of it is solely limited to mankind.266 Machen stated his agreement with the historic position
of the doctrine and his disagreement with Fosdick’s camp even more clearly in his book What is
Faith? which was published two years after Christianity & Liberalism. In his chapter entitled
“Faith and the Gospel,” Machen states that:
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Christ touches our lives, according to the New Testament through the Cross. We
deserved eternal death, in accordance with the curse of God’s law; but the Lord Jesus,
because He loved us, took upon Himself the guilt of our sins and died instead of us on
Calvary. And faith consists simply in our acceptance of that wondrous gift. When we
accept the gift, we are clothed, entirely without merit of our own, by the righteousness of
Christ; when God looks upon us, He sees not our impurity but the spotless purity of
Christ, and accepts us as “righteous in His sight, only for the righteousness of Christ
imputed to us and received by faith alone.” That view of the Cross runs counter to the
mind of the natural man. It is not indeed, complicated or obscure; on the contrary it is so
simple that a child can understand, and what is really obscure in the manifold modern
effort to explain the Cross away in such fashion as to make it agreeable to human
pride.267
In those words, Machen distinctly declared his allegiance with the historic doctrine of the
atonement, as well as the position of the Westminster Confession of Faith on the doctrine. He
also clarified that acceptance of Christ’s righteousness as a gift is essential to the Christian faith.
Fosdick’s Modernism did not accept this understanding of the doctrine, a rejection that Machen
deemed inconsistent with the Christian faith. Clarence Macartney emphasized this disconnect as
well in his sermon in response to Fosdick when he quoted Francis Turretin who wrote that the
historic doctrine of the atonement was:
…the chief part of our salvation, the anchor of Faith, the refuge of Hope, the rule of
Charity, the true foundation of the Christian religion, and the richest treasure of the
Christian church. So long as this doctrine is maintained in its integrity, Christianity itself
and the peace and blessedness of all who believe in Jesus Christ are beyond the reach of
danger; but if it is rejected, or in any way impaired, the whole structure of the Christian
faith must sink into decay and ruin. 268
To Machen and his peer Macartney, Fosdick’s Modernism was theologically and ecclesiastically
painful and required change, because it represented views that were not only counter to the
historic position on the atonement, but represented both an alternative faith and a compromise
that could jeopardize the structure of the Christian faith, especially in the minds of Christians
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sitting in churches where Modernism was advocated for from the pulpits. Though Fosdick
believed such differences in doctrine could exist in the fellowship of such “evangelical”
churches, his perspective was clearly outside the creedal positions of the very denomination in
which he was preaching and was a threat not just to the unity of his particular church, but to the
church itself as a denominational body and spiritual institution. Machen’s dissatisfaction with the
reality of this threat motivated him to pursue change.
Concerning the historic meaning of the atonement itself and the other doctrines Fosdick
addressed in “Shall the Fundamentalists Win?,” as well as with the nature and role of doctrine
itself, Machen consistently found, as Schein would categorize it, pain and dissatisfaction with the
Modernist viewpoints. Not only were the doctrinal positions themselves dissatisfying to Machen,
but the reality that they were being presented in the pulpit of the First Presbyterian Church of
New York City by guest preacher Fosdick and also in other pulpits across the Presbyterian
Church in the U.S.A. was also a source of theological and denominational pain for Machen.
Therefore, as Paul was struck with the pain of dissatisfying doctrinal error in the Galatian church
and sought to immediately address it, so too did Machen experience the pain of doctrinal error in
his denomination and in response sought to lead the required change to unfreeze, change and
realign his denomination along the azimuth of historic, orthodox Christian doctrine consistent
with the historic creeds and more specifically with the Scriptures and the Westminster
Confession of Faith and its Larger and Shorter Catechisms.
Further Connections Faced by Paul and Machen
In addition to doctrinal issues that stirred pain and dissatisfaction in Paul and Machen,
there were additional considerations they faced in common. The first of these that this section
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will address was the speed or pace at which the issues of dissatisfaction were growing or
spreading across their respective churches.
Pace of the Spread of Doctrinal Error
The speed at which doctrinal error was spreading in the Galatian church was addressed
almost immediately by Paul in his epistle. After a curt greeting at the opening of the epistle, Paul
directly stated to the Galatians in Galatians 1:6 that “I am astonished that you are so quickly
deserting him who called you in the grace of Christ and are turning to another gospel.” Schreiner
also notes that Paul’s use of the phrase “so quickly” is akin to the situation with the “golden calf”
in Exodus 32:8 which says of the Israelites’ decision to turn, gather their gold, create and
worship the idol that “they have turned aside quickly out of the way that I have commanded
them.”269 Schreiner reminds his reader that this abrupt, quick change is within immediate
memory of the Israelites witnessing the Lord omnipotently part the Red Sea to deliver them
when they were without hope before the approaching Egyptian army, as well as close to the Lord
giving them the gift of the Law at Mount Sinai. The context further demonstrates the staggering
pace at which the Galatians “have turned aside.”270 Just as the Israelites had so rapidly turned
away following their own salvation from the Egyptians, Paul noted that the Galatians were “so
quickly” turning away following their salvation from sin. Certainly, the speed at which the
Galatians were turning from the true Gospel and the “grace of Christ” was a contributing factor
to Paul’s astonishment at their actions and why Machen himself would write of this passage that
it revealed of the Galatian situation that “the news that had come from the churches was bad and
only bad.”271 Paul in his epistle was primarily struck with pain by the issue of doctrinal error that
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was afoot, but the speed at which that doctrinal error spread throughout the Galatian church at
large was also both astonishing and dissatisfying to Paul.
As Paul experienced a painful doctrinal and pastoral reality in the Galatian church that
progressed at a rapid pace, so too did Machen experience a similar dynamic in the Presbyterian
Church in the U.S.A. While the scope of this paper does not address the speed at which
theological Liberalism spread internationally or even within Christianity at large in the United
States, it is clear that Modernism’s spread in Machen’s denomination was both significant and
swift. What Machen believed were the errors of Modernism were actually present in his
denomination before Fosdick’s homiletical proclamation of them in May 1922 at New York’s
First Presbyterian Church.
In the early Twentieth Century, a movement arose and was effective in adjusting the
Westminster Standards to which the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. held as creedal
documents. Following these edits to the Westminster Standards in 1903, and a controversial
experience regarding three men seeking ordination in the Presbytery of New York who objected
to the doctrine of the Virgin Birth, the General Assembly developed five points of doctrinal
subscription required of those seeking ordination in the denomination. Known as the “Doctrinal
Deliverance,” the statement required ordinates to accept the inspiration and inerrancy of
Scripture, the Virgin Birth of Jesus Christ, Christ’s substitutionary atonement, His bodily
resurrection from the dead and His ascension, and the supernatural miracles Christ performed
during His ministry on the earth. These points of doctrine were called “necessary and essential”
and the denominational statement went on to say that “others, are equally so.”272 In and outside
of Machen’s denomination, efforts were made to reinforce historic, orthodox Christian doctrine
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following the denomination’s publishing of the “Doctrinal Deliverance.” Such denominationally
external efforts, while supported by some in it, included the publication of the collective articles
entitled “The Fundamentals.” These articles were a series of pamphlets whose purpose was to
“set forth the fundamentals of the Christian faith,” and from which the term Fundamentalism in
the context of this controversy derived its name.273 In response to positions such as those
contained in “The Fundamentals,” as well as those in the “Doctrinal Deliverance” and other
writings by Fundamentalists, Fosdick preached his May 1922 reactionary sermon proclaiming
what amounted to repudiations of the Fundamentalist movement and the beliefs that the
Fundamentalist movement, as well as the denomination in which he was preaching, deemed
“necessary and essential.” The General Assembly took multiple actions in response to the
Fosdick incident which led amongst other things to his leaving the First Presbyterian Church of
New York, as well as the General Assembly reaffirming the five doctrines in the “Doctrinal
Deliverance” of 1910. As noted previously, Rian points out that Fosdick’s sermon initiated a
robust “outbreak of the conflict” between those that held to historic doctrinal positions such as
those contained in the “Doctrinal Deliverance” and those who did not. A case in point was the
December 26, 1923 publication of what became known as the “Auburn Affirmation.” The
“Auburn Affirmation” was initially signed by 150 ordained Teaching Elders of the Presbyterian
Church in the U.S.A. and was a statement that opposed the denomination’s right to emphasize
the five doctrines of the “Doctrinal Deliverance,” and which stated that those particular doctrines
were not critical in contrast to the denomination’s position that they were indeed “necessary and
essential.”274 By May of 1924, the 150 original signers of the “Auburn Affirmation” had grown
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almost tenfold to a group of approximately 1200 who “opposed to making the Five Point
Deliverance necessary for ordination.”275 Machen, of course, had responded to the Modernist
movement in 1923 with the publication of Christianity & Liberalism and would respond again in
1924 with his book entitled What is Faith? Despite these efforts and those of others throughout
the denomination, Modernism’s influence continued to advance in its influences on the
denomination and its churches, as well as on its educational institutions. The flagship theological
seminary of the denomination’s historic Reformed theology was Princeton Theological Seminary
and by 1929 Modernism’s influence led to the reorganization of the governance of that seminary.
Machen found the seminary’s reorganization unacceptable to the maintenance of what he
believed were its historic orthodox doctrinal positions. As a result, he would establish the
independent Westminster Theological Seminary in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania in September
1929. Thus, while Paul was “astonished” that the Galatian church had drifted “so quickly,”
Machen also experienced dissatisfying doctrinal drift in the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A
which in twenty rapid years had spread across the denomination so swiftly and strongly that
movements like those emerging from Auburn, New York drew thousands in support and the
denomination would restructure its premier seminary to more seamlessly align with the
Modernist movement. Machen could not likely have imagined when the “Doctrinal Deliverance”
was approved by the General Assembly in 1910 during his early days at Princeton Theological
Seminary, that Modernism would so quickly expand its influence to the degree that Machen
would become spiritually convicted to establish another seminary to remain faithful to historic
Christianity. Yet, Machen answered that call ending his tenure as a Princeton professor, because
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he and Paul shared a like dissatisfaction with rapidly advancing doctrinal error that caused them
to lead change as a result.
The Danger of Ecclesiastical Insiders
Paul and Machen also faced a common dynamic in that both faced dissatisfying
environmental dynamics that arose from the influence of organizational “insiders.” Paul
mentioned these “insiders,” for example, in Galatians 1:7 when he wrote to the Galatians that
“there are some who trouble you and want to distort the gospel of Christ.” In Galatians 6:12 Paul
described this group further by writing that “it is those who want to make a good showing in the
flesh who would force you to be circumcised, and only in order that they may not be persecuted
for the cross of Christ.” He also made mention of “one who is disturbing you” in Galatians 5:11.
While not technically “insiders” of the Galatian church, these individuals were also not
“outsiders” of what the Galatians understood as the broader visible Christian church of that era.
In fact, these disturbing individuals came from what the Galatians may well have thought of as
the homeplace of the church, Jerusalem. Hendriksen notes of these distorters of the Gospel that
they are a reference to those mentioned by Luke in Acts 15:1 as “but some men came down from
Judea and were teaching the brothers, ‘Unless you are circumcised according to the custom of
Moses, you cannot be saved.’” Hendriksen further states that Paul’s reference in Galatians 1:7 is
“clearly to the extreme rightists, the Judean Judaizers.”276 To the Galatians then, these men came
from the headquarters of the origins of the faith. They would have been received by the Galatians
as representatives of the faith whose credentials gave them authority, but Paul clarified instead
that their gospel was false. Nevertheless, their source of origin and their impact testify to the pain
that those perceived as “insiders” can bring to the church or any organization when the message
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they convey is distorted. Concerning the potential negative impact of false teachers of the faith,
MacArthur writes that:
Because of their deception, false teachers such as the Judaizers are even more dangerous
than those who openly deny “that Jesus is the Christ” and thereby clearly participate in
the work of the antichrist (1 John 2:22). False systems labeled as Christianity always
distort the nature and work of Jesus Christ. Those who deny Christ altogether are easily
seen as the unbelievers they are; but those who claim to teach and follow Christ while
undermining the gospel of His grace are immeasurably more dangerous – because they
give the appearance of leading people to Christ while they are actually erecting barriers to
salvation by grace.277
Paul then was addressing those who appeared as “insiders” of the faith to the Galatians, but who
were distorters of the truth and sources of pain that required change leadership by the Apostle.
Likewise, Machen faced a similar collection of dangerous insiders who were spreading
the dissatisfying message of Modernism across the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. Fosdick
was a premier example of such an insider in the denomination. Though he was technically not an
ordained minister of the denomination, he was serving as the Associate Pastor of the First
Presbyterian Church of New York and regularly preaching in what was arguably the premier
pulpit of the denomination in a city of profound influence. Weekly, the words of Fosdick
influenced members of that significant church and beyond. The role of Fosdick as an influence,
an activity Paul would describe in the Galatians context as “one who is disturbing,” was certainly
a concern for many in the denomination and an issue that the Presbytery of Philadelphia took to
the denomination’s General Assembly as an overture in May 1923. A minority report on the
issue represented by Gordon A. MacLennan of Philadelphia was approved by the General
Assembly by a vote of 439-359 and “called upon the assembly to direct the Presbytery of New
York to require preaching and teaching at the First Presbyterian Church of New York City to
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conform to the Bible and the Westminster Confession of Faith.”278 That 350 ordained elders of
the denomination voted against the report is testimony to the insider influence of Modernism at
that point in the church. The report also called on the General Assembly to reaffirm the five
doctrines of the “Doctrinal Deliverance” of 1910 as “essential doctrines” and it did so.279 The
reality that the Presbytery of New York effectively ignored this reaffirming action of the
denomination’s senior court and in the next month approved for licensure two men who rejected
the doctrine of the Virgin Birth was another testimony to Modernism’s significant influence
inside the denomination.280 Finally, the reality that the organizers of the “Auburn Affirmation”
were not only able to find 150 sponsors for the movement in December 1923, but also had 1200
signers of the affirmation and its Modernist perspectives by May 1924 is also a stark
demonstration of the number of Modernist insiders teaching and preaching doctrines outside the
context of the historical understanding of the Bible and the Westminster Standards to the people
of their denomination. Thus, as Paul dealt with “disturbing” influences thought of by the
Galatian Church as ecclesiastical insiders, so too did Machen face a large similar influence
within the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. Machen spoke to his belief in the importance of
creedal adherence in his chapter on the “Church” in Christianity & Liberalism. Machen noted
that ordained ministers who objected to the doctrines of the church had “no right to be an officer
in the Presbyterian Church,” because:
…whether we like it or not, these Churches are founded upon a creed; they are organized
for the propagation of a message. If a man desires to combat that message instead of
propagating it, he has no right…to gain a vantage ground for combating it by making a
declaration of his faith which – be it plainly spoken – is not true.”281
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This reality of creedal betrayal was one of doctrinal dissatisfaction for Machen which caused him
pain on behalf of the ecclesiastical organization to which he had taken ordination vows and,
therefore, Machen strove to lead change within the denomination as a result.
The Dissatisfaction of a Non-Redemptive Alternate Gospel
The final dissatisfactory similarity that both Paul and Machen faced in their respective
churches and which motivated them to lead change was that the error was not simply moving at
significant speed in its influence, nor just that it was spread by those received as ecclesiastical
insiders by the churches, but that the dissatisfactory doctrinal issue was unsaving redemptively
and, therefore, of eternal danger.
Paul clearly articulated his sense of redemptive dissatisfaction in Galatians 1: 6-7a when
he wrote to the Galatian church, “I am astonished that you are so quickly deserting him who
called you in the grace of Christ and are turning to a different gospel – not that there is another
one.” Schreiner points out that Paul’s choice of words here in Greek does not emphasize so much
the use of two different Greek words for “another,” but that his singular purpose is to announce
to the Galatians that “the so-called good news proclaimed by the intruders is no gospel at all.”282
As the Greek for “gospel” means good news, specifically the good news of salvation by grace
alone through faith alone in Christ alone, Paul was emphasizing to the Galatian church that the
message of those who they had been recalibrating their understanding of the true Gospel to was,
in fact, “no gospel” or simply not the good news of salvation in Christ. Martin Luther was very
direct when he discussed the intent and message of the Judaizers that Paul declared is not a
gospel:
But in spiritual sins, where Satan comes forth, not black but white in the likeness of an
angel, he passes himself with most crafty dissimulation, and sets forth his most deadly
poison for the doctrine of grace, for the Word of God, for the gospel of Christ. This is
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why Paul calls the doctrine of the false apostles a gospel, saying “another gospel,” but in
derision.283
Luther here noted the extreme danger the Galatians were in spiritually as he highlighted the
source of the other non-gospel that they were following was Satanic and that it was truly the
“most deadly poison” and distortion of God’s truth that they could allow to enter their hearts and
minds. Luther went on in his commentary to highlight the threat to redemption that this “poison”
holds when he wrote that though “it seems a light matter to mingle the law and the gospel, faith
and works together, but it does more harm than a man’s reason can conceive, for it takes away
Christ with all His benefits, and overthrows the gospel.”284 Luther is again emphasizing here that
the alternate message of the Judaizers is dangerous specifically because it is a non-redeeming
message that “overthrows the gospel.” In his commentary, Todd Wilson compares the Galatian
church’s acceptance of a non-redemptive, “different gospel” with the sin of apostasy. Wilson
writes:
Apostasy is tragic because it means that individuals desert the gospel. Those who
apostatize typically don’t see it that way; they often think they’re enhancing, rather than
abandoning, the gospel. But this, Paul says, is precisely what happens when you add
anything to the gospel. The gospel equation is this: Jesus + Anything Else = Nothing!
Which is why Paul accuses the Galatians not of adding to the gospel but of turning to “a
different gospel” altogether.285
Platt and Merida compliment the redemptive equational thoughts of Wilson when they also write
of the non-redemptive dynamic of the false message the Galatians had adopted. Of the Galatian’s
negative transition they write:
When you turn from the gospel, you turn from the grace of Christ (v.6). “The grace of
Christ” is a synonym for the gospel (cf. 5:4). Remember, the Judaizers believed salvation
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was Jesus + circumcision and the requirements of the OT law. But salvation is not Jesus
+ anything. Why? Because salvation is by grace alone through faith in Christ alone.286
The Judaizers added requirements to Scripture’s gospel of grace and overthrew the gospel that
Paul had originally preached to the Galatian church and which they had accepted for their
salvation in Christ. As such, the Galatians were turning to a non-redemptive, alternate gospel and
this reality was the source of doctrinal dissatisfaction and pain that motivated Paul to apply
apostolic change leadership to the Galatian situation.
Likewise, Machen faced and addressed in the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. a
spiritually dangerous and non-redeeming alternate gospel like Paul did with the Galatian church.
Machen actually addresses the doctrinal error that Paul rebuked the Galatians over in his own
writings on the epistle. Machen points out that with respect to Paul’s use of the phrase “the
gospel of Christ” in Galatians 1:7, a clear distinction exists between whether what Paul referred
to there is “the gospel which Christ proclaimed” or “the gospel which proclaims Christ.” The
historical orthodox Christian position and the one held in the Westminster Confession of Faith,
the creedal document of the denomination, is the latter. Machen pointed out that the position of
the Modernists is the former and that in this “gospel which Christ proclaimed” it is the Modernist
view that:
the real Jesus…did not present a doctrine of His own person; neither did He have the
slightest notion of a redeeming significance of His approaching death; but He proclaimed
with wonderful simplicity the fatherhood of God and the brotherhood of man, and we are
His true disciples when we cease disputing about His place in the scale of being and
hearken to His simple message.287
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The Modernist, according to Machen, views the “gospel of Christ” not as a redemptive message
in which Jesus is the atoning sacrifice in the New Testament sense that 1 John 2:2 clearly
describes. In Modernism, “gone were His stupendous ‘metaphysical’ attributes—His
preexistence, His omnipotence, His Trinitarian oneness with God. Gone were His miracles, His
redeeming death…”288 Jesus is instead a “true example and teacher and guide, a true leader into a
larger and more glorious life.”289 Here the Modernists replace the Redeemer of the Bible with a
tremendous, if not the greatest, role model for godly living that ever existed. Believers are not to
trust Jesus as their Redeemer, but to be transformed instead by following Jesus as their example.
The more effectively one follows Christ, the more Christ-like one becomes. The emphasis in
Modernism is not on Christ’s redemption, but on His followers’ imitation. Not on Christ’s work
to make the believer righteous, but on the believer more and more readily following Christ’s
example and becoming righteous as a result of conforming to the teaching of Christ the role
model. In Machen’s view, this religious practice is not the redemptive Gospel of the Bible that
Paul preached to the Galatian church, but instead is a message that turns the Christian’s
relationship with Christ into one that is “not different from our relation to many other great
teachers.”290
Machen was equally as clear that the message of Modernists like Fosdick and the
affirmers of the “Auburn Affirmation” is a non-redeeming alternate gospel throughout
Christianity & Liberalism. The title of the work itself is telling in that it clearly denotes from the
beginning that Machen is addressing what he views as separate faith systems. Throughout the
work, Machen contrasts the naturalistic tenets of Liberalism, the word he uses as synonymous
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with Modernism, with the supernatural characteristics of historic Christianity. This distinction
declares that the two religious systems have different views of salvation. Machen makes his
understanding that salvation is understood differently clear at the opening of his chapter on
“Salvation:”
It has been observed thus far that liberalism differs from Christianity with regard to the
presuppositions of the gospel (the view of God and the view of man), with regard to the
Book in which the gospel is contained, and with regard to the Person whose work the
gospel sets forth. It is not surprising then that it differs from Christianity in its account of
the gospel itself; it is not surprising that it presents an entirely different account of the
way of salvation. Liberalism finds salvation (so far as it is willing to speak at all of
“salvation”) in man; Christianity finds it in an act of God.291
Machen began his address on the subject of salvation here by noting that the very foundation of
Modernism’s understanding of it, in its presuppositions, is counter to the foundation of historic
Christianity’s standards of the subject found in the Bible and further articulated for his
denomination in the Westminster Standards, the church’s creedal documents. Nor, Machen
points out, does Modernism view Christ’s atoning sacrifice as “the act” that saves. Machen notes
that Liberalism, as Fosdick preached, views the historic understanding of substitutionary
atonement as a “subtle theory of atonement” and not saving fact. Machen goes on to state that
historic Christianity believes “absolutely nothing about an atonement that is not a vicarious
atonement, for that is the only atonement of which the New Testament speaks.”292 Later in his
chapter on “Salvation,” Machen more clearly states the clear doctrinal difference that Liberalism
holds on the subject:
Very different is the conception of faith which prevails in the liberal church. According
to modern liberalism, faith is essentially the same as “making Christ Master” in one’s
life; at least it is by making Christ Master in the life that the welfare of men is sought. But
that simply means that salvation is thought to be obtained by our own obedience to the
commands of Christ. Such teaching is just a sublimated form of legalism. Not the
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sacrifice of Christ, on this view, but our own obedience to God’s law, is the ground of
hope.293
Here Machen clearly found himself in complete connection and agreement with Paul and the
issue the apostle faced with the Galatians. The Galatian church, due to their acceptance of the
Judaizers’ non-redemptive gospel, had begun to place their faith in Christ’s work plus their own
actions in upholding the Old Testament law. Machen pointed out that Liberalism also requires
that one add works to its plan of salvation in keeping “the commands of Christ” as if they were
also a law that could save. Machen pointed out that in Liberalism, as in the Judaizers’ message,
obedience is the “ground of hope.” Machen objected to this position because it is counter to the
saving message of Scripture and because it is also clearly counter to the theology of the gospel
rediscovered during the Reformation. As Martin Luther points out in his commentary of
Galatians:
St. Paul, in the epistle, goes about diligently to instruct us, to comfort us, to hold us in the
perfect knowledge of this most Christian and excellent righteousness. For if the article of
justification is lost, then all true Christian doctrine is lost. He who strays from Christian
righteousness falls into the righteousness of the law; that is, when he loses Christ, he falls
into the confidence of his own works.294
Machen revealed that in Liberalism, as Paul revealed about the Judaizers’ message, that
“justification is lost’ in both theological constructs because they place a necessity for salvation in
the works of the believer instead of fully trusting in the completed work of Christ and in His
righteousness. With such a misplaced trust outside of the work of Christ’s righteousness alone on
behalf of the sinner, in both the Galatian error and the errors of Modernism, “all true Christian
doctrine is lost.” Thus, Machen, like Paul, was faced with a painful doctrinal reality that within
their respective churches was found a belief that was contrary to the gospel of Christ and was,
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therefore, eternally dangerous. In both cases, this painful dynamic caused the leaders to pursue
change to the dissatisfactory doctrinal situation in their church.
In summary, there are multiple connections between the leadership efforts of Paul with
the Galatian church and Machen with his Presbyterian denomination, the Presbyterian Church in
the U.S.A. Both leaders faced painful dissatisfactory doctrinal realities and errors being
proclaimed by ecclesiastical insiders in their respective churches. Both leaders sought, in
Lewin’s terms, to “unfreeze” the current status quo and to lead change. They both wrote direct
and clear works that sought to awaken their churches to the need for change and declared the
need for their churches to change their spiritual directions and realign themselves with the gospel
of Christ. These connections reveal that both leaders sought to provide change leadership as their
churches faced their respective painful situations.
Third Secondary Research Question
The theoretical framework in this research for seeking to better understand and
practically articulate the change leadership of J. Gresham Machen is found in the eight stages for
effective change leadership developed through the academic analysis of John P. Kotter. The third
secondary research question then asks, “what are John Kotter’s eight stages for successful
change leadership?” Those eight steps will now be addressed with connections to biblical and/or
church history examples of the premises of the respective steps.
Stage One: Establish a Sense of Urgency
In his book devoted solely to the criticality of this first step, A Sense of Urgency, Kotter
notes that “when people have a true sense of urgency they think that action on critical issues is
needed now.”295 Without a proper sense of urgency, Kotter notes that individual and
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organizational complacency will prevent successful change leadership efforts. Such complacency
can only be overcome by a “true sense of urgency.” With respect to the critical sense of urgency
mentioned above, Kotter goes on to state that “now means making real progress every single day.
Critically important means challenges that are central to success or survival.”296 Leaders and
organizational members with a true sense of urgency are attuned to both “great opportunities”
and “great hazards,” they “scan the environment around them…looking for information relevant
to success and survival” and they are “truly alert to what’s really happening.”297 Kotter notes that
change efforts have significant failure rates, but a real sense of urgency is critical to leading
successful change efforts in all organizational environments and facilitates “results, and a whole
way of life, that we all desire.”298 Kotter list multiple means by which leaders can reduce
complacency and “up the urgency level” and one measure important to this research that Kotter’s
analysis reveals is “changing internal measurement systems that focus on the wrong indexes.”299
Scriptural Connections to Stage One
The creation of a sense of urgency can be found throughout the books of Scripture from
Genesis to Revelation. For example, in Genesis 41 Joseph interpreted the dream of the Pharaoh
and informed him that drastic change was coming in the future for Egypt. Joseph not only
informed Pharaoh of the seven years of plenty, but that those seven would be followed by seven
years of famine. Joseph’s interpretation removed complacency about food security and as a
result, Pharaoh not only enacted the plan Joseph recommended, but went so far in driving change
that he placed Joseph, the former slave and prisoner, in charge of the operation and in a position
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of second only in command to Pharaoh himself. Likewise, in Exodus Moses sought to establish a
sense of urgency with Pharaoh as he announced the ten plagues that the Lord would inflict upon
Egypt unless Pharaoh released the Israelites. In this instance, the urgency of the Pharaoh was
sovereignly limited by the Lord Himself who hardened Pharaoh’s heart repeatedly, but the sense
of urgency came to fruition following the last plague and the death of Egypt’s firstborn when
Pharaoh declared urgently to Moses and Aaron in Exodus 12:31, “up, go out from among my
people, both you and the people of Israel; and go serve the Lord, as you have said.” In the New
Testament, the word “repent” is often used to create a sense of urgency. In Matthew 3:2, John the
Baptist pronounced to the Judeans that they should “repent, for the kingdom of heaven is at
hand” and he quoted from the Prophet Isaiah signifying the Lord was coming. In his commentary
on the Gospel of Matthew, Grant Osborne says of the term “repent” that:
John speaks with a thunderous voice, demanding a new relationship with God. The
present imperative “repent” is striking and calls for ongoing and complete change of
mind and action. While the Greek term could imply only an intellectual transformation,
this draws from the OT and Jewish concept that demanded a lifestyle change as well,
giving an urgent message to “turn around” while there is time.300
The call to repentance and the allusion to the Prophet Isaiah then were pronouncements of the
urgent need for John’s Judean listeners to shake the hold of their spiritual complacency and
change spiritually to prepare for the coming of the Lord. In Acts 2:38, Peter when preaching to
the “Men of Israel” following Pentecost declared, “repent and be baptized every one of you in
the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your sins, and you will receive the gift of the
Holy Spirit.” Throughout his sermon, Peter was moving them to accept Christ and in calling
them to repentance called them from their complacent spiritual status to a new and secure one.
He employed repentance for the same purpose of breaking spiritual complacency and facilitating
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everlasting spiritual change again in Acts 3:19 at Solomon’s portico when he called his listeners
to “repent, therefore, and turn back, that your sins may be blotted out, that times of refreshing
may come from the presence of the Lord.” Later in Acts 17:30, Paul called all to change their
spiritual perspective by announcing that God “calls all people everywhere to repent, because he
has fixed a day on which he will judge the world.” A sense of urgency is integral to Paul’s
imperative there. In the last book of Scripture, Revelation, John established a sense of urgency
with a call to the church at Ephesus to “repent and do the works you did at first” and to return to
the “love you had at first.” The church at Ephesus had become spiritually complacent and lost its
priority of affection. John shook that complacency through his call to repentance and called the
church to change from its loveless status quo and return to its days of stronger faith and stronger
love for Christ and each other. Also, though God uses his servants to establish urgency, humans
are not His only creations to which He gives this leadership task. In Genesis 19:15, angels were
used to establish the urgency for Lot and his family to leave Sodom, and in Luke 2:8-16, angels
were used to not only announce Christ’s birth, but to instill in the shepherds an urgency to travel
and see the newborn King.
Historical Connection to Stage One
Historically, Martin Luther’s posting of his Ninety-Five Theses for debate on the door of
the cathedral in Wittenberg, Germany in 1517 was not simply a call for debate, but for
repentance and spiritual change. Luther’s first four theses are dedicated to the subject of
repentance, through an allusion to Jesus’s call for repentance in Matthew 4:12. At that point,
Luther was not speaking in terms of penance, but in terms of spiritual life change which
“produces various outward mortification of the flesh.”301 David D. Cook points out that Luther
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was effective in further creating a sense of urgency, because by addressing indulgences, he
connected the spiritual and practical needs of the people. That connection helped “unthaw” their
long-held spiritual complacency and facilitated the generational reforming sense of urgency in
their hearts and minds that led to one of the most significant change efforts ever led not only in
the church of Christ, but in the scope of human history itself.302
Stage Two: Creating the Guiding Coalition
Kotter’s second step of successful change leadership addresses the need for leaders to
build a strong “guiding coalition” to assist the primary leader in the long-term leadership
requirements of the change effort. In his work The Heart of Change, Kotter articulates the need
to transition from establishing urgency to forming the guiding team and how urgency
compliments this second step. He writes:
A feeling of urgency greatly helps in putting together the right group to guide change and
in creating essential teamwork within the group. When there is urgency, more people
want to help provide leadership, even if there are personal risks. More people are willing
to pull together, even if there are no short-term personal rewards. But additional effort is
necessary to get the right people in place with the trust, emotional commitment, and
teamwork to do the job.303
As noted earlier, the majority of attempts at major change efforts fail and a consistent factor in
that failure rate is when leaders initiating change seek to lead the transformational effort in
isolation. Change in organizations is complex and there are too many connections and
interdependencies across the system and to entities even in its external environment for one
leader to successfully monitor and guide. Douglas Watters describes this dynamic in the complex
leadership environment when he writes:
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“The Great Leader” view of strategic leadership, where a dynamic and effective CEO
takes the reins of the organization and leads it to higher levels of success has given way
to the realization that no single individual can do it all alone. The rapidly changing,
information-laden environment mandates reliance on senior leader teams to sustain
competitive advantage.304
Kotter clearly also believes that the complexity and pace of change in the current competitive
dynamic require the insight and skill of more than the singular leader for the effective execution
of change. In Leading Change, he writes that “in a slow-moving world, a lone-ranger boss can
make needed changes…in a rapidly moving world, individuals and weak committees rarely have
all the information needed to make nonroutine decisions…” 305 Kotter points out that four criteria
describe the context in which change decisions are made: they are bigger and more complex,
they are made more quickly, they are made in a less certain environment and they require more
sacrifices from those who implement the decisions.306 These dynamics contribute to the reality
that merely one leader, no matter the amount of that leader’s successful past performance, can
continue to lead ongoing, meaningful change that enhances the longevity and prosperity of the
organization alone. A guiding coalition of prudent leaders is a must for transformational change
that serves the organization’s current and long-term best interests. Models of this reality also
exist in Scripture and church history.
Scriptural Connection to Stage Two
Moses was a leader God called to not only transform a nation from a people in captivity
to one in freedom, but also to transition that nation geographically. Though he certainly
conducted the process of liberation in the company of his brother Aaron, Moses shouldered the
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primary burden of leadership himself. Modification of this situation arose from the advice of
Jethro, Moses’ father-in-law. In Exodus 18, Jethro visited his son-in-law Moses, who previously
served Jethro in the shepherding of Jethro’s sheep. The visit occurred during Moses’ leadership
of the people of Israel during their wilderness journey. Philip Ryken writes of this moment
observation:
Moses was exercising such an important ministry – the explanation and application of
God’s word – that one might have expected his in-laws to be impressed. After all, until
now the only thing Jethro had ever seen him do was tend sheep. Now Moses was the
prophet for a nation, the most important man in Israel. He had people clamoring for his
attention all day long. But Jethro was not impressed. On the contrary, he recognized that
what Moses was doing eventually would prove destructive, not only to himself, but also
to others: ‘What you are doing is not good. You and the people with you will certainly
wear yourselves out, for the thing is too heavy for you. You are not able to do it alone.’307
Jethro did not only critique Moses, but mentored him with the advice that he should form what
would amount to a “guiding coalition” for Israel during its transformational journey and process.
Jethro said to Moses in Exodus 18:21-22, “…look for able men from all the people, men who
fear God, who are trustworthy and hate a bribe and place such men over the people as chiefs of
thousands, of hundreds, of fifties, and of tens. And let them judge the people at all times.” Ryken
points out regarding Jethro’s mentorship of Moses that “…Moses had taken on a burden that was
too great for him to bear alone. Jethro had the wisdom to see that there was no way Moses could
sustain this kind of pace.”308 Here, Jethro’s advice and Moses’ corresponding decisions were
reflective of Kotter’s analysis that successful transformation efforts cannot be led in isolation
even by highly skilled, sincere individuals, but instead require the assistance of strong guiding
coalitions of leaders who can collectively provide the leadership required across the scope of the
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organization. These guiding coalitions provide the wisdom of their combined minds which
exceeds the resources of the primary leader. With the assistance of the coalition recommended
by Jethro, Moses was able to build a free covenant nation and transition that nation
geographically to its new and promised home.
Moses’ connection to Kotter’s idea of the “guiding coalition” is certainly not the only
biblical connection. Jesus chose, taught, and mentored twelve disciples. The disciples became the
apostles whom Christ charged with the Great Commission in Matthew 28:19 calling them to lead
religious transformation and to build His church when he commissioned them to “go therefore
and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of
the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all that I have commanded you.” Even the Triune
Godhead is a “guiding coalition” that in its divine leadership equally in power and substance
includes the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. As the Westminster Confession of Faith says of the
Triune God, “He is the alone fountain of all being, of whom, through whom, and to whom are all
things and hath most sovereign dominion over them, to do by them, for them, or upon them
whatsoever himself pleaseth.”309
Historical Connections to Stage Two
Historically, this concept of a “guiding coalition” can be found in the form of councils
that have led the church through errors of doctrinal uncertainty to biblical certainty and creedal
clarity. More particularly, they are found in local churches that are led by a session of elders,
such as in Presbyterian and other Reformed denominations, who lead a particular church through
all of its experiences during its lifetime as a body of believers. The leadership scope of the
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session in this researcher’s denomination, The Presbyterian Church in America, is immense as
detailed in the denomination’s Book of Church Order:
The church Session is charged with maintaining the spiritual government of the church,
for which purpose it has power: a. To inquire into the knowledge, principles and
Christian conduct of the church members under its care; to censure those found
delinquent; to see that parents do not neglect to present their children for Baptism; to
receive members into the communion of the Church; to remove them for just cause; to
grant letters of dismissal to other churches, which when given to parents, shall always
include the names of their noncommuning, baptized children; b. To examine, ordain, and
install ruling elders and deacons on their election by the church, and to require these
officers to devote themselves to their work; to examine the records of the proceedings of
the deacons; to approve and adopt the budget; c. To approve actions of special
importance affecting church property; d. To call congregational meetings when
necessary; to establish and control Sunday schools and Bible classes with special
reference to the children of the church; to establish and control all special groups in the
church such as Men in the Church, Women in the Church and special Bible study groups;
to promote world missions; to promote obedience to the Great Commission in its totality
at home and abroad; to order collections for pious uses; e. To exercise, in accordance
with the Directory for Worship, authority over the time and place of the preaching of the
Word and the administration of the Sacraments, over all other religious services, over the
music in the services, and over the uses to which the church building and associated
properties may be put; to take the oversight of the singing in the public worship of God;
to ensure that the Word of God is preached only by such men as are sufficiently qualified
(BCO 4-4, 53-2, 1 Timothy 2:11-12); to assemble the people for worship when there is
no minister; to determine the best measures for promoting the spiritual interests of the
church and congregation; f. To observe and carry out the lawful injunctions of the higher
courts; and to appoint representatives to the higher courts, who shall, on their return,
make report of their diligence.310
The session is established to provide a guiding coalition of leadership for the church believing
that both Scripture and the enormity of the ministry tasks require it.
The concept is also found in parachurch ministries such as the Billy Graham Evangelistic
Association. During the course of his leadership of that organization, Billy Graham had around
him a team of leaders to assist him in the association’s ministry to millions across the globe.
Harold Myra and Marshall Shelley say of Graham’s use of team leadership that:
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The Team is a term that has always permeated the Graham organization. It refers to the
inner circle, the vitality of which radiates out to other key players and through the ranks.
The team spirit extended to thousands of participants, even out to volunteers and local
leaders who made the crusades happen in their hometowns. A counselor or coordinator, a
team member or recruiter felt like a vital contributor, fully engaged, following the
playbook, working in tandem with the players who were up front and leading the
process.311
Graham was the great global evangelist of his era, but he led through a guiding coalition that like
Moses allowed leaders to lead “as chiefs of thousands, of hundreds, of fifties, and of tens.” Had
Graham shouldered the burden alone, likely millions would have been untouched through the
association’s Gospel ministry. Instead, through the association’s coalition of leaders, millions
globally heard the saving Gospel of Christ.
Stage Three: Developing a Vision and Strategy
The King James Version translates the first half of Proverbs 29: 18 as saying “where
there is no vision, the people perish.” Kotter would agree and would likely add that where there
is no vision, transformational change efforts fail. Kotter’s third step involves the development of
the change vision that enables participants to envision what can be. As Kotter writes, “vision
refers to a picture of the future with some implicit or explicit commentary on why people should
strive to create that future.”312 For Kotter, the vision required for successful change efforts
contributes to their success in three ways: it “clarifies general direction for the change, …it
motivates people to take action,…it helps coordinate the actions of different people…in a
remarkably fast and efficient way.”313 If the vision for the change is to serve effectively for these
purposes, then in its attributes it must be imaginable, desirable, feasible, focused, flexible, and
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communicable or it will be ineffective and Kotter’s stance is that change leaders are likely better
off with no vision at all than an ineffective one.314 Edgar Schein agrees with Kotter’s emphasis
on the importance of vision and the role it plays in facilitating for those involved, an ability to
see that change is both possible and beneficial. This sense of visualization creates for those in the
organization a sense of “psychological safety” that develops in part from the change vision that
leadership provides to teammates in the organization.315 Schein writes of this dynamic that:
The targets of change must come to believe that they and the organization will be better
off if they learn the new way of thinking and working. Such a vision must be articulated
and widely held by senior management, who must spell out in clear behavioral terms
what “the new way of working” will be. It must also be recognized that this new way of
working is nonnegotiable.316
Vision then provides understanding, motivation, clarity, and security for those in the change
process, and as Tom Galvin writes, it explains for leaders and other members the “what, why and
how” of the change process.317 Collectively, these ingredients of vision facilitate the success of
the change effort.318
Scriptural Connection to Stage Three
In Scripture, a vision for change leadership is present again in the account of Moses’
leadership during Israel’s journey from Egypt. In Exodus 3:7-8, God provides the vision Moses
will lead:
Then the Lord said, “I have surely seen the affliction of my people who are in Egypt and
have heard their cry because of their taskmasters. I know their sufferings, and I have
come down to deliver them out of the hand of the Egyptians and to bring them up out of
that land to a good and broad land, a land flowing with milk and honey, to the place of
the Canaanites, the Hittites, the Amorites, the Perizzites, the Hivites, and the Jebusites.”
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In this account, Moses receives both an assignment and a vision. He is called to lead the
Israelites, his native people, out of their bondage in Egypt, but he is also given the vision of a
“good and broad land,” a land that is “flowing with milk and honey.” In this mission and vision
Moses is provided the “what;” that he will lead the Israelites out of their bondage in Egypt to
Canaan. He is given the “why;” the Lord has seen the affliction of His people and heard their
cries and He desires to rescue them from their bondage and give them an abundant new home.
Moses is also given the “how” later in the chapter; the Lord will bring them out and He will
stretch His hand out over Egypt and strike it, as well as ensure the Egyptian people look
favorably upon the Israelites as they depart. Later in Exodus, further information on the “how”
would be revealed including the ten plagues, the pillar of cloud and fire, and the parting of the
Red Sea. As noted, Kotter describes a vision as “a picture of the future with some implicit or
explicit commentary on why people should strive to that future.”319 The Lord provides the
elements of a vision to Moses’ leadership charge when he describes not only that freedom is to
come to Israel, but also His description of the land provides a picture worth striving to obtain. As
Ryken notes:
He was saving them into the Promised Land. His plan was to bring them out of the land
of slavery and captivity and into a land gushing with milk and honey. This was the land
that God had promised to Abraham – the land of Canaan. He described it as a “good and
broad land, a land flowing with milk and honey, to the place of the Canaanites…It was
good land. God mentions “milk and honey” because those foods require green pastures
and consistent harvests. The land he promised was peaceful, fruitful, and abundant. It was
also “broad” land. The Bible lists the six nations that were already living in the land.
These nations had to be driven out, of course, but if the land was big enough for all of
them, surely it was roomy enough for the Israelites.320
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Moses was given a vision that provided direction and motivation. It gave the people of Israel an
ideal glimpse of what was to be that they could dream of, strive for and persevere towards in the
midst of challenges. In the vision, the Israelites could, as Schein mentions, clearly envision how
they would be “better off” moving forward. Leading Israel through this change was an abundant
challenge for Moses, but the vision facilitated the success of Israel’s movement of change.
Historical Connection to Stage Three
Historically, Liberty University is itself a result of a leadership vision. Liberty’s founder,
Jerry Lamon Falwell, Sr. said that “you are never fulfilled in life until you recognize your vision
and fulfill it.”321 Falwell, in his autobiography’s epilogue devoted to his vision for Liberty
University, wrote that “my burning obsession is to cooperate with God in building the greatest
Christian university in the world, in history.”322 The passion for the university grew out of his
ministerial passion as an evangelist and the insight that the university could serve as a leadership
development resource from which to “evangelize the world.”323 With this inspiration, Falwell
developed the vision for Liberty which he referred to as the “Original Vision.” The “Origin
Vision” called for “a distinctively evangelical Christian liberal arts university which would be,
for evangelical students, a world-class institution comparing favorably, in every way, with Notre
Dame and Brigham Young in what they provide for Catholic and Mormon young people.”324
Also, Liberty would be committed to five characteristics: “(1) academic excellence, (2) strong
spiritual values, (3) a commitment to the Christian worldview, (4) a behavioral code based on
traditional and moral principles and (5) an intercollegiate athletic program competing at the
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highest level.”325 Falwell noted there was no Christian university in America that met these
criteria when he founded the institution in 1971, but as a result of his compelling leadership
vision, now fifteen years after his death, Liberty University exists and possesses those five
attributes.326 Founding a major university from the platform of a local church was a major
undertaking, but Falwell’s “Original Vision” facilitated the achievement of changing an idea into
a university with over 100,000 total students. Liberty University is one example of Kotter’s
insistence that developing a vision for the change effort is imperative in facilitating mission
success.
Stage Four: Communicating the Vision
A clear and compelling vision for change will be an ineffective tool for the change leader
and their guiding coalition, no matter the level of the sense of urgency, unless that vision is
clearly and consistently communicated across the scope of the organization undergoing change.
As Kotter writes, “the vision and the strategy are not locked in a room with the guiding team.
The direction of change is widely communicated, and communicated for both understanding and
gut-level buy-in.”327 For a vision to be effective, for it to have “real power,” it must be
“unleashed” amongst all participants in the change effort, so that they possess a “common
understanding of its goals and direction” that empowers their progress towards transformation.328
Kotter makes note that under-communication of the vision is not only a cause of change failure,
but that competing communication activities are also a contributing problem. In Kotter’s
analysis, “the total amount of communication going to an employee in three months = 2,300,000
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words or numbers.”329 In contrast, that voluminous amount of information overwhelms the
average 13,400 words or numbers regarding a change vision in the same three-month span.
Those 13,400 words or numbers equate to only .0058 percent of the communication received by
the employee in the organization.330 Kotter equates this dynamic to when a “gallon of
information is dumped into a river of routine communication, where it is quickly diluted, lost,
and forgotten.”331 As a result of this potential for losing the vision, change leaders and their
guiding coalition must communicate the vision relentlessly employing seven elements that will
better allow absorption of the vision in the hearts and minds of all involved in the change effort.
Those seven elements that Kotter’s analysis recommends to guide change communications for
better absorption across the organization are simplicity, use of metaphor, communicating in
multiple forums, repetition, leadership by example, addressing perceived inconsistencies, and
two-way communication.332
Scriptural Connection to Stage Four
In the vision that God gave Moses for the exodus of Israel from Egypt to the Promised
Land, He gave Moses a vision that provided the people an idealized picture of their future to
align with and the promise that He would protect and resource their transition. Though Moses
was the human leader of the nation during its transition from captivity to freedom in the
Promised Land, God left no doubt through His words and actions that He was the ultimate leader
of the vision’s fulfillment. This is a vision the Almighty communicates throughout the Scriptures
and even though the immediate audience was the ancient people of Israel, the vision is meant for
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His people of all generations, so that they will hear and know that He is their providing,
protecting, and providential God of deliverance. Examples of this ongoing pronouncement of the
vision are found, for example, in God’s preface in providing Moses the Ten Commandments in
Exodus 20:2 when He states, “I am the Lord your God, who brought you out of the Land of
Egypt, out of the house of slavery.” This message is repeated again in Deuteronomy 5:6. It was
provided upon the Israelites’ immediate release from bondage when the reality was impressed
upon them in Exodus 13:3 that, “…by a strong hand the Lord brought you out from this place.”
Again, the vision of deliverance and provision was provided by the Psalmist in Psalm 81:10
when he writes, “I am the Lord your God, who brought you up out of the land of Egypt. Open
your mouth wide, and I will fill it.” Other references to this vision of deliverance and prevailing
provision can be found in passages such as Hosea 13:4, Leviticus 19:36 and 26:13, Deuteronomy
5:15, 7:8, 13:10, 15:10, and 26:6-8. All of these passages, of course, connect back to the vision
that the Lord provided Moses for leadership in Exodus 3, but they also refer back even further to
the vision God gave Abraham in Genesis 17:7-8 when he declared:
And I will establish a covenant between me and you and your offspring after you
throughout their generations for an everlasting covenant, to be God to you and to your
offspring after you. And I will give to you and your offspring after you the land of your
sojourning, all the land of Canaan, for an everlasting possession, and I will be your God.
Kotter says of vision communication that “well-chosen words can make a message memorable,
even if it has to compete with hundreds of other communications for the people’s attention.”333
For the Israelites and people of God throughout the ages, the words of God that state “I am the
Lord your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of slavery” are “wellchosen words” that create a lasting and memorable vision for the people of God. Those words
maintain the vision that their Lord will always deliver them via His leadership from what
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enslaves them and that He will provide for them in such a way, as Psalm 23:1 reveals, that they
will never lack anything they require. God’s vision of deliverance testifies to the wisdom of
Kotter’s analysis of effective communication elements in that it is simple, employs metaphor, is
delivered in multiple forums in multiple eras, is repeated, and demonstrates His own leadership
by example.
Historical Connection to Stage Four
Historically, Martin Luther developed a vision that was founded on the doctrine of
justification by faith alone; the doctrine that Luther would refer to as the “first and chief article.”
In light of Romans 4:24, Luther wrote in the Smalcald Articles, “that Jesus Christ, our God and
Lord, died for our sins, and was raised again for our justification.”334 Luther goes on to write
there with respect to the “first and chief article” that “of this article nothing can be yielded or
surrendered [nor can anything be granted or permitted contrary to the same], even though heaven
and earth, and whatever will not abide, should sink to ruin.”335 Clearly, the saving vision of
justification by faith alone was deemed essential by Luther and deemed imperative for
communication with the people. Luther’s communication of the visionary doctrine was
consistent with most of Kotter’s elements of effective communication of the vision, especially in
his ensuring the message was communicated repeatedly and in multiple forums. Whether as a
professor or a reformer, Luther taught the message of justification by faith alone. He preached it
to his local congregation and he proclaimed it before the ambassadors of the Pope and an
Emperor. He also published voraciously and was aided in this enterprise by Johannes
Gutenberg’s development of the printing press which enabled the mass printing and
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dissemination of Luther’s works.336 Luther is a predominant historical figure and was listed in
TIME’s “Millennium Top Ten,” noting the most influential figures of the last millennium,
because of the impact of his doctrinal vision and its corresponding Reformation.337 Thus,
elements of Kotter’s analysis of vision communication are reinforced by the testimony of both
Scripture and the history of the church.
Stage Five: Empowering Broad-Based Action
In Kotter’s methodology, the first four stages of his change process serve to “help defrost
a hardened status quo.”338 These four stages of Kotter correspond to what Lewin refers to as the
“unfreeze” phase of change. Kotter’s methodology in stages five through seven equates to
Lewin’s phase of “change.” In stage five, change leaders seek to begin the empowerment of the
change process that they have initiated during the “unfreeze” period. This phase addresses the
reality that multiple members, if not outright majorities of organization personnel, may recognize
the sense of urgency and vision for change developed and communicated by the coalition of
leaders, but may not feel empowered to make transformational change. They may also face
structural, resource, management, or skill set challenges that inhibit the implementation of the
required change. As Kotter writes:
…even when urgency is high, a guiding coalition has created an appropriate vision, and
the vision has been well communicated, numerous obstacles can still stop employees
from creating needed change. The purpose of stage 5 is to empower a broad base of
people to take action by removing as many barriers to the implementation of the change
vision as possible at this point in the process.339
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Arguably, the leadership action of alignment is the most critical leadership skill required during
this phase of change empowerment. Martinez and Galvin describe alignment as the leadership
activity that “encompasses actions internal to the organization and external to the organization
that strategic leaders take to posture the organization to enact the strategy and to interact with the
environment.”340 In Kotter’s framework, change leaders and guiding coalitions must not only
effectively and continually communicate the change vision, but must also align the
organization’s structures, training, information systems, personnel systems, and management
attitudes and activities with the vision to ensure the organization is postured effectively for the
change measures the vision requires. This alignment by senior leaders at the top of the
organization can “mobilize hundreds or thousands of people to help provide leadership to
produce needed changes.”341 In sum, Kotter’s stage five calls for leadership alignment of key
organizational systems. This alignment empowers necessary activity and enables the successful
implementation of the change vision. Without such leader alignment, barriers to change will
continue to exist and impede change efforts or result in the failure of the change vision.
Scriptural Connection to Stage Five
In Scripture, Nehemiah was faced with a situation requiring change leadership both
architecturally and spiritually. At the beginning of the book of Nehemiah, Nehemiah learned that
the remnant in Jerusalem was in “great trouble and shame” and that the walls of their city and the
city’s gates had yet to be rebuilt long after their return from exile. Nehemiah developed a Godgiven leadership vision to return to Jerusalem, to rebuild the walls of the city, and to lead the
people out of their status of “great trouble and shame.” He initially communicated his vision to
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King Artaxerxes by whom Nehemiah was employed as his “cupbearer.” After convincing
Artaxerxes to allow him to travel to Jerusalem and execute his vision, Nehemiah addressed the
potential barriers in the route represented by the peoples “Beyond the River” and Nehemiah
obtained letters of passage from Artaxerxes that removed the issue of these potential obstacles to
his safe return to Jerusalem. In Nehemiah 2:18, Nehemiah aligned the motivation of key leaders
with the vision and with their faith in God. Throughout the change effort, Nehemiah monitored
both his internal and external environment and aligned resources, leaders, and attitudes for the
successful execution of the vision. Externally he addressed the issues caused by external leaders
like Sanballat and Tobiah and aligned resistance to the barriers that their discouragement and
threats presented. Internally, he monitored the fears and discouragement of his own people and
restructured them organizationally in Nehemiah 4 to better ensure effectiveness and safety. In
Nehemiah 5, Nehemiah noted the financial burdens caused internally by interests on loans and
removed the barrier to mission success that the issue presented. He also removed the barrier to
resource success that a food tax for the governor presented by not enacting the tax. Once, the
walls of the city were successfully rebuilt, Nehemiah conducted a census and continued
throughout the rest of the book to remove spiritual barriers and to realign the faith and religious
practices of the people for their spiritual health. Through these leadership efforts, Nehemiah
removed barriers to change and empowered success for the change vision through his
realignment of people and systems.
Historical Connection to Stage Five
Historically, a similar example of empowering broad-based change can be found in the
leadership actions of D. Martyn Lloyd-Jones, one of the great preachers of the last century, at
London’s Westminster Chapel following the Second World War. The congregation was
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fragmented by conditions during the war and decreased in size given the exodus of many people
from London, as well as the impact of the continual bombings on the church’s worship schedule.
Following the war, the congregation needed to be rebuilt just as the walls of Jerusalem had
needed to be rebuilt by Nehemiah. As Nehemiah faced a spiritual requirement for rebuilding, as
well as the more obvious architectural requirement to rebuild the walls, Lloyd-Jones also faced
the need to redevelop Westminster’s congregation spiritually. In his landmark biography of
Lloyd-Jones, Ian Murray notes that many in the congregation longed for “the ‘great years’ when
the building was crowded. They could see no difference between a successful preaching centre
where people did not know one another and a spiritual, united fellowship.”342 Lloyd-Jones had a
vision for the latter in the rebuilding of the chapel’s congregation. Interestingly, Lloyd-Jones
noted a need to realign his preaching ministry in this effort. Akin to how Kotter notes this step
requires leaders to “provide the training the employees need,”343 Lloyd-Jones noted that his
preaching style of short and not explicitly expository series had to be transformed toward an
expository preaching pattern in order to develop a more doctrinally literate and spiritually
healthy congregation. The chapel grew in spirituality and in numbers and it soon thereafter
became necessary to reopen the first level of the two levels of balconies.344 This spiritual and
numerical growth of the church, as a result of a change in preaching emphasis, was consistent
with Lloyd-Jones’ change vision which was, in part, founded on the premise that “everything
depended upon God using His Word as it was preached week by week” and that the preaching
must build into the minds of the congregation a “grasp of truth as a system.”345 Lloyd-Jones also

342

Ian H. Murray, D. Martyn Lloyd-Jones: The Fight of Faith 1939-1981 (Carlisle, PA: The Banner of
Truth Trust, 1990), 164.
343

Kotter, Leading Change, 119.

344

Murray, 166-167.

345

Ibid., 165-166.

.

139
empowered change by realigning the church’s use of meetings by increasing their number, their
purpose, and the social dynamics of the meetings to develop a greater sense of fellowship. Also,
he realigned religious education activities as intentionally as he did his own preaching and, in
particular, established a Friday educational event for “Fellowship and Discussion” which
fostered spiritual dialogue centered on practical questions of faith. The result was a religious
educational venue that produced not only better spiritual minds, but also an ongoing source of
leaders for the congregation.346 These leader actions on Lloyd-Jones’ part empowered the vision
and overcame barriers for a congregation that grew in both numbers and spiritual health as it
reemerged in London following World War II.
Stage Six: Generating Short-Term Wins
The late Bill Walsh, National Football League Hall of Fame Coach of the San Francisco
49ers, wrote in his book on leadership entitled The Score Takes Care of Itself that, “victory can
produce enormous energy.”347 Kotter’s sixth stage of successful change speaks of the need to
infuse the change effort with the positive energy generated by short-term wins early and
throughout the change process as one leads the organization toward its ultimate change vision.
As Kotter writes:
Major change takes time, sometimes lots of time. Zealous believers will often stay the
course no matter what happens. Most of the rest of us expect to see convincing evidence
that all the effort is paying off. Nonbelievers have even higher standards of proof. They
want to see clear data indicating that the changes are working and that the change process
isn’t absorbing so many resources in the short term to endanger the organization.348
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Given the duration of change and the need to generate and maintain the confidence of
organizational stakeholders, maintaining the momentum for the implementation of the change
vision throughout the process is essential and can be lost, particularly among “nonbelievers,”
without the energy derived from short-term wins.349 In Kotter’s analysis, short-term wins are
visible to large numbers of organizational members, are unambiguous, and are directly connected
to the change vision.350 Kotter notes that the smaller the organization, the more important it is for
short-term wins to be realized early in the change process and that the result of such wins serves
six key functions for the organization: they validate organizational sacrifice, they affirm those
involved in the change effort, they more tightly calibrate the change vision and strategy, they
delegitimize those resisting the change process, they affirm the support of leadership in their
movement toward the change process, and they support requisite continued momentum for the
change process.351 This continued momentum not only helps supply the “enormous energy”
Walsh describes, but can also aid in transforming resisters into supporters of the change.352
Another valuable dynamic created by short-term wins is the role played in their generation by
management throughout the organization. Leaders provide and communicate the change vision,
but managers throughout the organization are required to successfully implement the change
process throughout the scope of the organization. Short-term wins require dedicated planning
and managers are essential in the implementation of the specific tactics called for in the shortterm wins plan.353 The requisite management provided by these managers further integrates the
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change process and helps build affirmation toward the change effort, as well as momentum
across the organization.354
Scriptural Connection to Stage Six
In the book of Joshua, Joshua assumed the role of the change leader in that he received
the mantel of leadership that had been Moses’ and he was given the responsibility to lead the
people into the land that had been promised in the vision presented by God first to Abraham in
Genesis 12 and then to Moses in Exodus 3. In Joshua 1:2-4, the change effort God gave to
Joshua was to:
…go over this Jordan, you and all this people, into the land that I am giving to them, to
the people of Israel. Every place that the sole of your foot will tread upon I have given to
you, just as I promised Moses. From the wilderness and this Lebanon as far as the great
river, the Euphrates, all of the land of the Hittites to the Great Sea toward the going down
of the sun shall be your territory.
The enormity of the leadership task of occupying the Promised Land, primarily by conquest, is
reinforced in the chapter as Joshua was encouraged by God twice to be strong and courageous
and to take heart in God’s omnipresence. The enormity of the change effort, to take a nation
across a river, occupy, and inhabit a land as vast as that described in Joshua 1 took tremendous
energy, and that energy to fulfill the change effort was supported by subordinate quick wins
during the process. The first was the crossing of the Jordan River itself in Joshua 3 which
miraculously took place on “dry ground” reminiscent of Israel’s passage through the Red Sea.
Afterward, the Israelites were called in Joshua 4 to erect twelve stones, one for each tribe, to
memorialize the crossing and so:
When your children ask in time to come ‘what do those stones mean to you?’ then you
shall tell them that the waters of the Jordan were cut off before the ark of the covenant of
the Lord. When it passed over the Jordan, the waters of the Jordan were cut off. So these
stones shall be to the people of Israel a memorial forever.
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The miraculous crossing of the Jordan River by the entire nation on dry ground was a victory
that propelled the nation forward and the memory of the occasion was to be a source of energy
for their faithfulness from that day forward in the new land. Other subordinate wins would
follow at Jericho and Ai, against the Amorites, and in the conquest of Southern and Northern
Canaan. Through these ongoing subordinate victories, the larger victory of the vision of
inhabiting the Promised Land was encouraged, empowered, and fulfilled.
Historical Connection to Stage Six
Multiple examples of the need for quick wins can be found in history, but in the context
of ministry leadership, one can turn locally to the examples of influential churches in
communities across the United States and the world. Churches begin with a vision developed by
a minister or a group of interested parties, but they do not begin as they are later recognized.
They begin at a point of commissioning and obtain multiple quick wins in the process of their
development and in pursuit of their vision. Northeast Presbyterian Church in Columbia, South
Carolina, where this researcher’s family has held its church membership during its ongoing
military ministry, offers an example. Northeast Presbyterian Church began with a vision and was
established in September 1979 in a school gymnasium. Less than a year later in July 1980, it
celebrated the victory of calling its first pastor, Dr. George Crow, who would lead the church for
over forty years. In September 1983, the church celebrated the victory of worshipping in its own
first building which was a multiple-purpose facility. Through its “God Made It Grow” campaign,
the church was energized and celebrated the victory of worshipping in its new sanctuary. The
victory of the church’s first twenty-five years of ministry energized the church in September
2004 and the church’s “Chapter Three” campaign was launched shortly thereafter. In January
2006, “Chapter Three” resulted in substantially more facilities for the ministry of the church. The
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most recent quick win that the church celebrated during the ongoing implementation and
leadership of its ministry vision was the renovation of its sanctuary and the removal of all debt
that the church carried upon Dr. Crow’s retirement in the spring of 2020.355 For over forty years,
Dr. Crow and the session of the Northeast Presbyterian, the church’s guiding coalition, lead the
church with a transformational vision and with the empowerment of quick wins throughout each
campaign in order to reach the size and scope of impact that the church possesses today.
Conversely, churches led without such leadership and vision and that do not empower ongoing
transformation with momentum empowering quick wins assume the risk of plateau or failure in
their ministry efforts.
Stage Seven: Consolidating Gains and Producing More Change
Kotter notes that a strategic reality in a transformational change effort of any significant
scale is that the length of the change process will be long. In the midst of long, ongoing change,
though an organization is potentially empowered by short-term wins, the organization faces a
threat at that very point as well. If short-term wins are over-recognized and celebrated too much,
then the organization is faced with the temptation to believe the change effort is over, and the fog
of complacency can creep back in and negatively infiltrate the organization’s sense of urgency
about the transformational vision and its required ongoing change efforts.356
A second dynamic that demands organizations consolidate their gains and produce more
change during Kotter’s stage seven is the issue of interdependence. Interdependence in an
organization refers to the connectivity between the different elements or parts of the
organization. Interdependence more specifically means that each of the parts is reliant on their
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connectivity to others for their production and the perpetuation of their purpose. As Kotter
writes, “all organizations are made up of interdependent parts…the amount of interdependence,
however, can vary greatly among organizations depending on a number of factors, none of which
is more important that the competitiveness of the business environment.”357 Though many can
lead change in organizations made up of independent parts, the interdependence of contemporary
organizations, including churches, is significantly more complex than in previous eras. This
interdependence results in the reality that change leaders can rarely if ever, lead change solely in
one independent part of the organization, but instead are required to lead change across the
organization’s collective parts. As Kotter writes, “changing highly interdependent settings is
extremely difficult because, ultimately, you have to change everything.”358 This comprehensive
change effort across the enterprise then requires leadership that consolidates the gains of change
made through their quick win efforts and which continues to lead the overall vision while
empowering managers throughout the organization to continue to drive change that further
realizes the transformation vision and maintains urgency while preventing complacency.359
Lastly, change leaders, in Kotter’s analysis, continue to expand the required change by not only
recognizing the reality of interdependence, but also by eliminating interdependence where they
find elimination possible. As organizations develop and change over time, connections of all
types can become outdated and though they cease to be required, they persist as part of the
institutionalized bureaucracy of the organization.360 Prudent change leaders scan their internal
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environment to detect such unnecessary interdependence and eliminate it as they lead the change
process.
Scriptural Connection to Stage Seven
Biblically, the book of Nehemiah contains an account of the importance of consolidating
gains and continuing the change process lest the vision be lost or immobilized. Exiled Jews in
Babylon were first allowed to return to Jerusalem under the reign of Cyrus around 538 B.C.
Nehemiah’s return upon his release by Artaxerxes to fulfill the mission of rebuilding the walls of
Jerusalem took place approximately a century later. In the interim, attempts had been made to
rebuild the walls, but the people faced opposition and over time the blessed reality of their return
from exile never realized the further change vision of rebuilding Jerusalem’s walls and gates.361
In Nehemiah, the reality that major change is a lengthy process and that gains must be
consolidated is biblically affirmed.
Kotter’s highlight of the issue of interdependence in organizations is also a biblically
confirmed observation. As noted earlier, Kotter conveys that interdependence describes the
interconnectivity and mutual dependence the various parts of the organization possess with each
other. Paul describes the church in this sense of interdependence in 1 Corinthians 12 where he
employs the metaphor of the body and says in verses 14-20:
For the body does not consist of one member but of many.
If the foot should say, “Because I am not a hand, I do not belong to the body,” that
would not make it any less a part of the body.
And if the ear should say, “Because I am not an eye, I do not belong
to the body,” that would not make it any less a part of the body. If the whole body
were an eye, where would be the sense of hearing? If the whole body were an ear,
where would be the sense of smell? But as it is, God arranged the members in the
body, each one of them, as he chose. If all were a single member, where would the
body be? As it is, there are many parts, yet one body.
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In verse 21, Paul went on to describe how the different parts of the body do not exist or function
independently from each other. Tom Schreiner says of the dynamic that Paul described that:
The interdependence of the body continues to be advanced in the argument. Since God
has sovereignly and wisely appointed the place and role of each person in the body, and
since it was his intention that the church have unity and diversity, as we see in a human
body, the eye cannot say to the head and the head cannot say to the feet I do not need
you! Those who think they can be independent are deluded; they are, so to speak, cutting
off their own hands or feet.362
Interdependence then is a biblically recognized reality and one that church change leaders must
recognize contributes to the complexity of their comprehensive change assessment and actions.
Lastly, there is biblical connectivity to Kotter’s concept of removing unnecessary
interdependencies. Kotter writes that “all organizations have some unnecessary
interdependencies that are the product of history instead of current reality.”363 Scripturally, in the
Old Covenant, the people of God were represented before God by priests from the tribe of Levi.
Per 1 Chronicles 6:49, this representation included that of the High Priest who represented the
entire nation once a year in the Most Holy Place in the Temple on the Day of Atonement. The
Apostle Peter describes a new relationship under the New Covenant in 1 Peter 2:5 where he
describes the people of God as “a holy priesthood, to offer spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God
through Jesus Christ.” The passage is foundational to the doctrine of the “Priesthood of All
Believers” and proclaims that while there was a former interdependence that existed between
God, priest, and covenant member, there is now direct access to the Almighty who through Jesus
Christ accepts the spiritual sacrifices of all believers. As Wayne Grudem writes:
The verse gives explicit statement to the doctrine of the ‘priesthood of all believers.’
Since all who come to Christ are now a holy priesthood, able continually to ‘draw near’
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to God’s very presence and offer spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God through Jesus
Christ, there can no longer be an elite priesthood with claims of special access to God, or
special privileges in worship or in fellowship with God. To try to perpetuate such a
‘priesthood’ distinct from the rest of believers is abolished once and for all. Every single
Christian can now ‘with confidence draw near to the throne of grace’ (Heb. 4:16), and
corporate worship among Christians should always be a wonderful entrance into the very
presence of God.364
In Israel’s Old Covenant history, there was an interdependence between God, the priest, and the
people of God. In the New Covenant, that interdependence is eliminated as a result of the
redemptive work of Jesus Christ.
Historical Connection to Stage Seven
Historically, the doctrine of the “Priesthood of all Believers” played a key role in the
Reformation and particularly in the work of Martin Luther. Anizor and Voss connect the doctrine
so strongly with Luther that they write, “there is little doubt that Martin Luther is the father of the
Protestant doctrine of the priesthood of all believers.”365 For Luther, the words of the Apostle Peter
in 1 Peter 2:5 broke down the barriers that had been established between the common believer and
the higher called or clergy. All believers were equal members of a holy priesthood. As Alister
McGrath writes:
There was no basis, Luther argued, for asserting that the clergy were superior to the laity,
as if they were some kind of spiritual elite, or that their ordination conferred upon them
some special “indelible character.” The clergy are merely laity who have been recognized
by other laity within the community of the church as having special gifts, and are authorized
by their colleagues to exercise a pastoral or teaching ministry among them. The authority
to make such decisions thus rests with all Christians, not with an autocratic elite or putative
spiritual aristocracy.366
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Thus, for Luther, the common man or woman in the church had equal access to the Almighty as
that of the ordained priest and should believe and live in light of that accessibility to the Holy
One through their standing in Christ Jesus. Practically, this meant the laity should also have
access to the Word of God and the liberty to read and interpret it. This premise motivated
Luther’s translation of the Bible into the German vernacular giving access, particularly with
Johannes Gutenberg’s development of moveable type, to the Scriptures to all believers and
members of the holy priesthood.367 Thus, in Scripture and in the Reformation, the words of Peter
in 1 Peter 2:5 reflect the result of change that altered the dynamics of a historical
interdependency.
Stage Eight: Anchoring New Approaches in the Culture
Kotter’s last stage of anchoring change is related to what Lewin referred to as the
“freeze” stage of the change process. Anchoring change in the culture of the organization
undergoing any transformation is not an arbitrary final placement in the process, but is a very
intentional placement. Kotter’s analysis leads to his conviction that change leaders cannot
approach changes to the organizational culture until the end of the change process. As Kotter
states:
Culture changes only after you have successfully altered people’s actions, after the new
behavior produces some group benefit for a period of time and people see the connection
between new actions and the performance improvement. Thus, most cultural change
happens in stage 8, not stage 1…A good rule of thumb: Whenever you hear of a major
restructuring, reengineering, or strategic redirection in which step 1 is “changing the
culture,” you should be concerned that it might be going down the wrong path…only at
the end of the change cycle does most of this become anchored in culture.368
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As Kotter’s analysis clearly leads to his conviction that cultural change in the organization must
occur in stage eight, one must clarify further what is organizational culture.

Kotter notes when speaking of organizational culture that:
Culture refers to norms of behavior and shared values among a group of people. Norms of
behavior are common or pervasive ways of acting that are found in a group and that
persist because group members tend to behave in ways that teach these practices to new
members, rewarding those who fit in and sanctioning those who do not. Shared values are
important concerns and goals shared by most of the people in a group that tend to shape
group behavior and that often persist over time even when group membership changes.369
These components of the organization’s culture that define it, and explain that the organization’s
belief system, its actions and its activities are all components with significant influence and
staying power in the life of the organization. Kotter’s analysis notes that once all change
measures are in place, they are readily subject to “regression” if leaders do not take intentional
steps in changing the enduring culture to better integrate and facilitate the change vision over the
long term of the organization’s future.370 Edgar Schein’s work on organizational culture is very
helpful in understanding the intentional actions leaders must take at this final stage to enact the
cultural change Kotter addresses here as imperative for preventing change measure regression.
Schein notes that the charismatic personality of the change leader is often associated with
the success of the organizational culture change, but that it is further and deeper activity led by
the change leader and the guiding coalition that drives and ensures long-term change.
Commercially, names like Lee Iacocca and Steve Jobs are thought of as charismatic change
leaders for their leadership at Chrysler Corporation and Apple respectively. Politically, names
like Theodore Roosevelt, Franklin D. Roosevelt, John F. Kennedy, and Ronald Reagan are
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examples of leaders thought of in United States history as possessing the type of charismatic
personality that enacts change. Though, true in part in both fields, Schein states greater
leadership activity as opposed to solely charismatic personality is what is required.371 Schein
defines this activity, what Kotter refers to as “anchoring,” as the emplacement of embedding and
reinforcing mechanisms that anchor the vision and ensure long-term change’s success. Schein
describes “Primary Embedding Mechanisms” as:
•
•
•
•
•
•

What leaders pay attention to, measure, and control on a regular basis
How leaders react to critical incident and organizational crises
How leaders allocate resources
Deliberate role modeling, teaching, and coaching
How leaders allocate rewards and status
How leaders recruit, select, promote, and excommunicate372

Schein describes “Reinforcement and Stabilizing Mechanisms” as:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Organizational design and structure
Organizational systems and procedures
Rites and rituals of the organization
Design of physical space, facades, and buildings
Stories about important events and people
Formal statements of organizational philosophy, creeds, and charters.373

If organizational change is to truly take place, it must occur along the lines of these embedding
mechanisms to endure. Beyond the change leader’s personality and the scope of the impact of
their own abilities, these mechanisms serve the interests of Kotter’s eighth stage and anchor the
change vision to prevent regression of the change efforts and to ensure long-term organizational
transformation.
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Scriptural Connection to Stage Eight
Looking back at other connections already mentioned, one sees a biblical connection
between Schein’s mechanisms for anchoring change and the New Testament. In the Old
Testament, the people of God are primarily seen as the people of Israel. They equate to the
historic understanding of God’s visible church in the Old Covenant. Certainly, those from other
nations who proclaimed faith in the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob were permitted entry into
the covenant community, but primarily God’s people and Israel are synonymous in the Old
Testament. In the New Testament, the scope of God’s people is expanded. In Acts 9, Saul is
converted to the Faith on the road to Damascus and then the Lord instructs “a disciple at
Damascus named Ananias” to go to Saul and assist him. Ananias begins to question the Lord
based on his knowledge of Saul, but the Lord replies in Acts 9:15, “Go for he is a chosen
instrument of mine to carry my name before the Gentiles and the kings and children of Israel.”
There was no innovation to organizational recruitment or membership by Saul preaching to “the
kings and children of Israel,” but there was a transformative embedding mechanism of change by
Paul’s commission to go to the Gentiles. This is an anchoring measure that connects with
Schein’s view that an example of an embedding mechanism is seen in “how leaders recruit,
promote, select and excommunicate.”374 Paul, formerly Saul, further emphasized his personal
connection to this embedding reality when he self-identified to the church at Ephesus in
Ephesians 3:1 as “…Paul, a prisoner of Christ Jesus on behalf of you Gentiles…” Further
biblical connection to these enablers of change can be witnessed in the sacraments of the Lord’s
Supper and New Covenant Baptism. Both had a type under the Old Covenant, but both are
transformed in scope and meaning in the New Covenant. This biblical reality is symbolic of
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Schein’s view that “rites and rituals of the organization” are reinforcing mechanisms of change
in the organization whether it be a company or the covenant community of God.
Historical Connection to Stage Eight
In the massive ecclesiastical change effort known as the Reformation, many such
mechanisms to anchor change are found, but none more obvious than the reinforcing mechanism
Schein describes as the “design of physical space, façade and buildings.”375 Prior to the
Reformation, churches, and cathedrals were built and decorated with a much different
philosophy as to how people, members of the ecclesiastical organization, connected to God. With
its emphasis on the sufficiency and supremacy of Scripture and justification by faith alone in
Christ alone, Reformed or Protestant churches took on a much simpler ambiance. As B. K.
Kuiper writes:
The Reformation leaders went back to the Apostolic Church, as described in the New
Testament, to find there the spirit and practice of the Church as they believed it should
operate. The republished works of the early Church Fathers—Jerome, Cyprian, Origen,
and Athanasius—was a great aid to them. Augustine was a favorite of most of the
reformers. From these men they learned the simple character of the early Church and
found it widely different from the adorned service of their own day. They therefore
sought to eliminate forms, customs, and traditions in the formal keeping of which men
had come to trust for salvation, and to stress the preaching of the Word as the Gospel of
salvation by grace alone.376
With such motivation, the Reformation resulted in churches with far less, if any, adornment and
the Reformers commonly moved the pulpit to the center front where the altar formerly held its
place. These changes to the “design of physical space” reflect a historical effort to anchor change
via reinforcing mechanisms that the doctrinal changes of the Reformation brought into the
ongoing life and culture of the Church.
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Fourth Secondary Research Question
The fourth secondary research question is “how does the change leadership experience of
the Apostle Paul and J. Gresham Machen correspond to John Kotter’s eight stages of change?”
First, it should be noted that both leaders determined the need for change leadership after
diagnosing dissatisfactory doctrinal issues in their respective churches. The source of
dissatisfaction and pain for Paul was the Galatians’ alignment with the Judaizers’ teaching
regarding the requirements of Mosaic law practices for inclusion in the New Covenant
community of believers and as additional signs of true faith in addition to one’s commitment to
the Gospel. For Machen, the source of dissatisfaction was the teachings of the Modernists that
called into question the historic, doctrinal positions of the church and which advocated for a faith
system that Machen understood was not a form of Christianity, but was an alternate, nonredeeming religion. These diagnoses by the respective leaders called them to exercise change
leadership which can be examined and understood in the construct of Kotter’s eight stages for
change leadership.
Paul and Machen and Kotter’s Stage One
Again, Kotter’s first stage requires that a “sense of urgency” be established by the change
leader to ensure the successful beginning of the change process. Kotter is so committed to this
requirement and the need for it to dominate the complacent status quo that he wrote a stand-alone
book on the subject and notes in it that “real urgency is an essential asset that must be
created…”377 Kotter explains that people possess a true sense of urgency when they are
committed to the idea that action must be taken and must be taken immediately.378 With that in
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mind, it is clear that Paul addressed the Galatians in a manner as to generate urgency for them to
take action immediately. Timothy George, former Dean of Beeson Divinity School, notes that
Paul, in saying to the Galatians “I am amazed that,” employs a literary device to convey a deep
sense of surprised irritation.379 This device would raise the awareness of the Galatians to the
following facts Paul informed them of, namely that they were “turning away” from the God who
graciously saved them and that they were turning to “another gospel” that was in reality nonredemptive. Suddenly the Galatians were hit in the face not only with the urgent reality that they
had significantly aggravated their beloved father in the faith, but also with the worse reality that
they were deserting the God of their salvation for absolutely nothing in return. Their souls were
urgently in danger. Paul reinforced the urgency of their situation in Galatians 3:1 when he called
the Galatians “foolish.” George reminds his reader of J. B. Phillips’ translation which indicates
that by highlighting the foolishness of the Galatians, Paul does so in a way that conveyed he
thought of them as his “dear idiots.”380 Affection remained in Paul’s attitude toward his Galatian
readers, but what stands out more is his declaration of their idiocy which Paul further noted was
as if they were under the spell of witchcraft whose occultic influence wa
s leading them away from the Gospel truth. Again, Paul’s language clearly conveyed the urgency
that the Galatians were in a perilous state and that they must act immediately as if their souls
completely depended upon their response in turning away from their perilous spiritual state of
affairs.
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Machen also communicated in a manner that conveyed a sense of urgency. As Nichols
notes of Machen’s approach, “diplomacy…needed to be set aside to answer liberalism.”381 Paul
was addressing the presence of “another gospel” in the Galatian church. As noted earlier, Paul
urgently wrote to the Galatians that the alternate gospel was not an alternative form of the Gospel
at all. Machen found himself in a like predicament with his ecclesiastical body and its embrace
of Modernism, or Liberalism as he deems it in his classic, in that he was convinced he was
addressing a church embracing another separate faith system. This urgent reality is presented by
Machen in his “Introduction” to Christianity & Liberalism when he writes that “modern
liberalism may be criticized (1) on the ground that it is un-Christian and (2) on the ground that it
is unscientific.382 Certainly, the Modernist was interested in the second ground of criticism that
Machen mentioned in that Modernism sought to synchronize itself with new scientific
knowledge. It was indeed important for the Modernists to align with science, so the criticism
would have raised the mental eyebrow of Machen’s opponents in the Fundamentalist and
Modernist Controversy. On the other hand, the first ground of criticism would have more than
raised an eyebrow. Fosdick in his classic sermon at New York City’s First Presbyterian Church
was certainly attempting, in his mind at least, to convey how Fundamentalists and Modernists
could exist in fellowship in not only the same denomination, but also in the same local church.
With that in mind, one clearly notes Machen’s urgency when he pointed out in his first grounds
of critique that the Modernist is an adherent to an “un-Christian” belief system. Machen was not
describing what politicians coin as the “big tent” mindset. Instead, he was declaring that
Liberalism and Christianity are distinctly separate tents through which one enters believing and
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embracing different tenets altogether. One is hard pressed to raise the urgency of an individual
who believes himself to be a member in good standing of any organization more abruptly than to
announce they are, in fact, not only not a member in good standing, but actually a member of a
competing group. This is the urgent status that Machen announced to the Modernist in his
ecclesiastical body.
Machen also uses a historical context to make his urgent point to the Modernists in his
denomination who believed their views were acceptable in a Reformed body such as the
Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. Reformed denominations exist due to their connection
theologically and historically to the Reformation itself; the 16th Century movement that sought
initially to reform the Roman Catholic church and then when failing in that effort broke away
from it altogether. The Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. was a body that descended from the
theological and ecclesiastical legacy of the Reformers, yet it is at this point of legacy that
Machen raised a historic point of urgency. In his chapter in Christianity & Liberalism entitled
“Doctrine,” Machen notes the following about the respective standing in proximity to biblical
truth between the Roman Catholic church and Liberalism or Modernism:
Far more serious still is the division between the Church of Rome and evangelical
Protestantism in all its forms. Yet how great is the common heritage which unites the
Roman Catholic Church, with its maintenance of the authority of Holy Scripture and with
its acceptance of the great early creeds, to devout Protestants today! We would not indeed
obscure the difference which divides us from Rome. The gulf is indeed profound. But
profound as it is, it seems almost trifling compared to the abyss which stands between us
and many ministers of our own Church. The Church of Rome may represent a perversion
of the Christian religion; but naturalistic liberalism is not Christianity at all.383
Here Machen announced to the Modernists in his denomination’s ranks that they were divorced
from both the faith they publicly self-identified with and from the Reformed tradition in which
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they were ordained. They, in fact, were further from biblical Christianity, Machen notes, than
those in the Roman Catholic Church from which their ancestors separated in one of the most
significant events not only in church history, but in collective human history. These men grew up
and were educated and ordained in a body whose history represented a counter to Roman
Catholicism, yet Machen was informing them that they were further from the truth than their
fellow clergy in the collar. In fact, Machen declares, as adherents of “naturalistic liberalism,”
they were adherents of a belief system that is “not Christianity at all.”384 Machen’s language
suggests a separation between the adherents of historic Christianity and those of Liberalism that
rivals the chasm between Lazarus and the Rich Man in Luke 16. Machen presents a distinction
between the faith systems of such gravity that a sense of urgency is clearly inherent in his point.
He was not providing the Liberal something to mull over. Machen instead was announcing that
the Liberal was not on the far side of a big tent that a Modernist like Fosdick would find ideal.
Rather, Machen startled the Modernist by informing him that the Roman Catholic priest whose
parish was around the corner was actually more within the tent than the Modernist who was
clearly outside of it completely. The priest, in Machen’s urgent view, was far more of an ally
than the fellow Presbyterian who adhered to Modernism. To reinforce this urgency, Machen
closed the chapter by noting that a Modernist Presbyterian was actually a religious rival. He
wrote, “the chief modern rival of Christianity is ‘liberalism.’ An examination of the teachings of
liberalism in comparison with those of Christianity will show that at every point the two
movements are in direct opposition.”385 Machen clearly draws the distinctions and uses language
which conveys what Kotter calls a sense of urgency. Both Paul and Machen sought to disrupt the
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status quo in their respective church environments and initiate their change leadership using
language that conveyed urgency to those they sought to lead in a different direction.
Paul and Machen and Kotter’s Stage Two
Kotter’s Stage Two is forming a “guiding coalition” to drive the change process within
the organization. Having created a sense of urgency, specific leaders must then lead the
transformational process with both the requisite power and solidified unity to successfully
accomplish the change mission at hand.386
One can clearly see the transformational impact of a guiding coalition by examining what
drove the situation Paul sought to rectify in Galatia. Paul writes in 1:7 that “…there are some
who trouble you and want to distort the gospel of Christ.” In Galatians 5:7, one understands that
the Galatians were “running well” in the true faith, but Paul found them “hindered from obeying
the truth.” This disobedient effect that transformed a church in faithful stride into one of rapid,
stumbling disobedience to their gracious God was the work of the “some” in verse 1:7. A
determined coalition can have profound transforming effects which can be either positive or
negative. The coalition referred to as the “some” in 1:7 sought to “distort the gospel of Christ.”
Schreiner references the work of James Dunn and notes that Paul’s word for “alter” here means
to distort in such a way as to drive “…radical change, as of water into blood, or fresh water into
salt, or feasting into mourning, or daylight into darkness.”387 Thus, a guiding coalition that Paul
refers to as “some” drove radical change in Galatia that transformed a healthy, Gospel-centered
church into a church body traveling quickly down a path of spiritual untruth and disobedience. A
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coalition was driving change and Paul sought to reverse the course and urgently drive change
back in the direction of the Gospel truth.
Just as the negative change agents in Galatians were a change-driving coalition, Paul was
not a singular individual in his efforts to redirect the Galatians back to the path of faithfulness.
This is clear early in the epistle when Paul mentioned in his greeting in verses 1:1-2 that he wrote
from his position as an apostle and that he is joined in his message to the Galatians by “all the
brothers who are with me.” As Schreiner writes, “…he refers to the fellow believers who are
with him as he writes the letter. Paul’s gospel cannot be dismissed as idiosyncratic, as if he were
the only one who proclaimed it.”388 Schreiner goes on to say of this coalition in Paul’s company
that “…the brothers with him affirm the very gospel Paul proclaims, and that gospel does not
include the requirement to be circumcised.”389 Thus, Paul was not a single voice, but rather his
pen in this epistle reflected a coalition of faithful men calling the Galatians back to the truth of
justification by faith and not through works. No doubt Paul’s reflection at the opening of
Galatians 2 to his traveling and ministry partners Barnabas and Titus would also remind the
Galatians of a tight guiding coalition of the truth around Paul.
The coalition of the negative in Galatians was of course on the ground in Galatia,
whereas Paul and the faithful coalition of “all the brothers” were geographically separated and
their message was promoted via the epistle. In his opening though, it is clear that Paul was
writing to “the churches of Galatia.” Though Paul would write about the qualifications for
leaders or “overseers” of churches in 1 Timothy 3 later than he addressed the need for change
and doctrinal redirection in Galatians, there is no doubt he would have voiced the need for such
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overseers when he planted the Galatian churches earlier during his missionary travels. So, though
Paul and a coalition for change wrote to the Galatians, the representative bodies of overseers in
the churches of Galatia were subsequently those who formed the local coalitions for doctrinal
change in accordance with the doctrinal instructions of the epistle. Paul had brothers in a
coalition with him when he wrote, but he also wrote with the understanding that overseers would
provide local guiding coalitions to reverse the course of the heresy spread by the negative
coalition referred to as the “some who trouble you.”
An example of Machen’s version of a guiding coalition is seen amidst the establishment
of Westminster Theological Seminary in the summer of 1929. Per guidance from the General
Assembly of Machen’s church in 1929, the governance of Princeton Theological Seminary was
reconfigured from two boards into a unified board resulting in effective control of the seminary
by theological Modernists. This reconfiguration of the institution’s governing structure was
unacceptable to Machen and precipitated Machen’s resignation from Princeton Theological
Seminary and the founding of Westminster Theological Seminary in Philadelphia. Though the
changes at Princeton affected Machen personally, he was not alone in either his concerns or the
beginning of a new seminary. Many individuals participated in the process of founding
Westminster along with Machen, in that multitude were also individuals who served, at different
points, as members of guiding coalitions.
As John Kotter notes, transformational change such as the transition from one seminary
and the establishment of another is never successfully the work of an individual. Some
individuals are historically viewed as such figures, just as Machen is in many regards considered
the founder of Westminster Seminary, but successful changes similar to the founding of
Westminster require a “strong guiding coalition…one with the right composition, level of trust,
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and shared objectives.”390 In the foundational months of Westminster, there were indeed guiding
coalitions, though their membership shifted per the requirements of the moment. First, Machen
was compelled to accept the inevitable need to form a new seminary when he met on July 8,
1929, with a coalition of eight presbyterian elders led by primarily by Dr. Charles Schall of
Wayne Presbyterian Church in Wayne, Pennsylvania. This group of elders not only affirmed the
conviction of Machen, but they represented “considerable means” and were specific in their
objectives for the transformational effort as Machen referred to them as men “willing to get
down to brass tacks.”391 This coalition was those that brought together Westminster’s “natal day”
as they ensured the objective of forming the new seminary was “crystallized into action, and
specific steps were taken for the opening of the new seminary in the fall.”392 Together this
“natal” guiding coalition resolved that “…immediate steps should be taken for the establishment
of a new theological seminary which shall continue the policy of unswerving loyalty to the word
of God and to the Westminster Standards for which Princeton Seminary has been so long and so
honourably known.”393 The “natal” coalition was replaced in its function as the guiding coalition
when decisions regarding an “organizing committee” were made. This organizing committee was
composed of 15 individuals with Professors Robert Wilson, O. T. Allis, and Machen as advisors.
The committee’s purposes were budgetary, and educational and also dealt with infrastructure
issues for the new seminary. Stonehouse points out though that the real decision-making body of
this committee was the coalition of professorial advisors who “found the greatest burdens and
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responsibilities placed upon their shoulders.”394 The decisions made by this three-party guiding
coalition included personnel, curriculum, finances, and facilities.395 Given the constitutional
structure provided by the organizing coalition, that group ensured its transition to a guiding
coalition consisting of the small original faculty. Westminster was established as a “facultydirected” institution.396 The seminary had a board of trustees, but even it was highly influenced
by three faculty members elected to join it annually. These measures ensured that the faculty
retained the “greatest competence to insure continuity in the perpetuation of the standpoint and
scholarly ideals of the seminary.”397 Despite early deaths, including Machen’s own, as well as
planned transitions from the faculty, the original faculty remained primarily intact for decades
ensuring unity of objective within a coalition of mutual respect and trust. In each of its founding
phases then, Machen’s vision for a new seminary was led by a guiding coalition committed to
the success of the transformational change away from a seminary influenced by Modernism to a
seminary committed to the Scriptures and the Westminster Standards.
Paul and Machen and Kotter’s Stage Three
Kotter’s third stage of transformational change speaks to the requirement for developing
a vision for the change and corresponding strategies to accomplish the vision. Kotter notes that
“vision refers to a picture of the future with some implicit or explicit commentary on why people
should strive to create that future.”398 The Apostle Paul and J. Gresham Machen were both men
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of vision and were both men who provided the vision for needed change to those under their
leadership.
Paul’s vision for the Galatians was anchored in the one true Gospel he preached to the
Galatians earlier before they were led in the direction of another, false gospel by those who came
and troubled them. Paul’s Gospel vision is encapsulated in Galatians 2:16 which reads:
We ourselves are Jews by birth and not Gentile sinners; yet we know that a person is not
justified by works of the law but through faith in Jesus Christ, so we also have believed in
Christ Jesus in order to be justified by faith in Christ and not by works of the law,
because by works of the law no one will be justified.
Paul was struck by the disconcerting reality that the Galatians were on the verge of abandoning
the true Gospel for a message that instructed them to seek justification before Almighty God not
just through faith in Christ and His atoning work, but through works of the law as well. Their
spiritual status quo required a radical realignment in light of the true Gospel of grace. As he had
previously preached the specifics of the Gospel to the Galatians, he specifically provided a clear
and explicit statement as to the facts of how men and women are justified before God. In using
the terms “Jews” and “Gentile sinners,” Paul described a salvation not confined to one ethnicity
or demographic, but one for all people. He then explicitly stated the facts of justification
repeatedly. In repeating phrases, Paul affirms that men and women are not justified by works, but
by faith in Christ. Paul’s varied, but repetitious phrases make the process of justification and the
fact that people are justified through faith in Jesus Christ explicitly clear. Paul explicitly made
clear here the way of salvation and his clarity and explicitness provided the Galatians and
today’s Christians a vision of the reality that salvation is not potentially earned but is provided
graciously by God to those who have faith in Jesus Christ; a faith Paul notes in Ephesians 2:8 is
itself a gift from God. As Timothy George writes, “saving faith is a radical gift from God, never
a mere human possibility. Faith is not an achievement that earns salvation any more than
.
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circumcision is.”399 Thus, Paul noted a need for change in the Galatians’ emerging apostasy and
provided an explicit vision for the Galatians that justification only comes through faith in Christ
Jesus and not through works of the law. Explicitly noted is the strategy of faith and implicitly
conveyed is that those who have faith in Christ Jesus are no longer perplexed as to whether or
not their works of the law are sufficient, but instead have the peace that Paul declares in Romans
5:1, “since we have been justified by faith, we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus
Christ.” Therefore, for the Apostle, Galatians 2:16 represents a vision for Gospel change that
brings justification before God and peace with God. That vision of justifying faith is reinforced
by Paul in Galatians 3:27-4:7 when Paul revealed that those who are justified by faith in Christ
and “put on Christ” are “heirs according to promise” and “sons” who call the Father “Abba.”
Paul’s vision for salvation through faith in Christ leads to a transformed state in which the
Galatians and all believers through faith in Christ are no longer slaves, but sons and heirs of God.
The salvific vision Paul conveyed to the Galatians then was one that disrupted the Galatians’
false doctrinal status quo, the sense that works of the law led to justification before God, and
provided the Galatians with the transformational truth of the Gospel that transforms believers
from the status of slaves to the status of sons of the Almighty God and heirs of the Same.
Just as the Apostle Paul’s vision for change with the Galatians was centered on the
spiritual health of a church, so was the change vision of J. Gresham Machen so centered. In his
short work on Machen, Sean M. Lucas notes Machen’s willingness to work with those churches
aligned with him to protect the interests of fundamental doctrines; however, “his real interest was
in maintaining the historic Christian faith as expressed within his own Presbyterian church.”400
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Though Machen’s change leadership would produce multiple effects in different ecclesiastical
directions, his primary interest at heart was for change leading toward the refortification of
doctrinal integrity within his denomination. Machen’s vision for the change that would ensure
the integrity “within his own Presbyterian church” is well captured in the final chapter of his
classic work Christianity & Liberalism which is entitled “The Church.” In this chapter, Machen
writes about what he declares is “the most important institution” by which he means “the
institution of the Church.”401 While Machen viewed the Church as “the highest Christian answer
to the social needs of man,” he specifically viewed his own denomination as troubled, because of
its admission of “non-Christian persons, not only into her membership, but into her teaching
offices.”402 Like the Galatians who were troubled by the unorthodox and unsaving doctrines of
those posing as teachers, so was the church in Machen’s time facing a similar threat. Of that
threat, Machen wrote that “the greatest menace to the Christian Church today comes not from
enemies outside, but from enemies within.”403 While Machen wrote broadly about the Church as
the “Church invisible,” it is clear that the troubled church in his mind, was not just the universal
body of believers, but his own denomination which was struggling and which was troubled by
the presence of men ordained to the office of Teaching Elder who did not hold to the historic
doctrines they had sworn an ordination oath to uphold.404 These were the professors of modern
Liberalism, an alternate faith system in Machen’s mind, who while ordained by vows that
required commitment to the Scriptures and the Westminster Standards, did not practically
profess the authority of those sources and taught alternatives to the very teachings of those
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standards. Those that would sign the Auburn Affirmation shortly after the publication of
Christianity & Liberalism were clear examples of those Machen believed troubled his
denomination. Machen wrote that it was “highly undesirable that liberalism and Christianity
should continue to be propagated within the bounds of the same organization.”405 The
“organization” to which Machen belonged and which was the basis of the experience about
which he wrote was the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. Machen reminded his readers that
“the ordination declaration is part of the constitution of the Church” and that “if a man can stand
on that platform he may be an officer in the Presbyterian Church; if he cannot stand on it he has
no right to be an officer in the Presbyterian Church.”406 He further reminded his readers that
“these Churches are founded upon a creed; they are organized for the propagation of a message”
and that those who were ordained to teach who could not commit to that creed and message
should withdraw from their organized confessional body, the Presbyterian Church, of their own
volition as they did not, in fact, agree with or support the creed of the church.407 What required
change in his denomination from Machen’s vantage point then was the transition of its churches
from the leadership of men who did not adhere to their ordination vows, nor the biblical
doctrines of the Christian faith, to churches led by men who adhered to those very standards and
whose fellowship was centered around those very things. Machen’s positive vision for churches
then was that they would be “composed of a number of persons who have come to an agreement
in a certain message about Christ and who desire to unite in the propagation of that message, as it
is set forth in their creed on the basis of the Bible.”408 Machen would further articulate his vision
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for the church as the place where those likeminded in the faith could gather for fellowship which
he referred to as the “one longing of the human heart which is often forgotten—it is the deep,
pathetic longing of the Christian for fellowship with the brethren.”409 For Machen, the vision of
the church was encapsulated as “groups of redeemed men and women who can gather together
humbly in the name of Christ, to give thanks to Him for His unspeakable gift and to worship the
Father through Him.”410 Machen and the Apostle Paul both sought to provide leadership
direction to lead their respective churches out from under the leadership of those who troubled
them with doctrines that were unfaithful to those Paul originally taught from God as an Apostle
and which Machen’s church upheld centuries later as constitutional standards. Both men sought
to provide leadership that delivered believers from those that pronounced troubling doctrines that
did not align with historic biblical truth. Both leaders in their change leadership articulated the
disconcerting information that energized their change leadership. Finally, both men provided a
vision that stated that the church must be founded solely on the truth of Jesus Christ’s
substitutionary atonement. They also provided a further vision for the faith of believers grounded
in that truth and for the fellowship of the churches founded on that truth. For each leader, the
vision for change was centered on an ideal future for their churches anchored in the saving work
of Christ alone.
Paul and Machen and Kotter’s Stage Four
Kotter’s fourth stage involves communicating the vision developed during the previous
stage. It involves a multifaceted communications approach of continuous articulation of the
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vision and role-modeling of the vision’s contents by the guiding coalition. It is the last stage that
is a part of the “defrost” effort to move the organization beyond its previous status quo.411
Paul’s vision for a true Gospel message of justification by faith alone in Christ alone was
certainly a message he continuously pronounced throughout his ministry. Not only was it the
corrective theme of his change leadership with the Galatian church throughout the book of
Galatians, but Paul also consistently articulated it in his epistles. The Apostle wrote 13 epistles.
His dedication to his message is evident in the fact that he wrote the majority of the epistles
while he was incarcerated. His Gospel vision of justification by faith alone, which he proclaimed
to the Galatians, is also evident routinely in his other epistles. Examples of the repeated
pronouncement of the doctrine of justification by faith alone are found in Romans 3:21-26, 28;
Romans 5:1, 15-17; Romans 8:33-39, and Philippians 3:9. There is no doubt Paul was committed
to a continuous pronouncement of the doctrine he reiterated to the Galatians in order to redirect
their theological transgression.
Not only was Paul’s hand on the move with the strokes of his pen in authoring 13
epistles, but he was also on the move on his feet. Paul and his ministry partners traveled
approximately 10,000 miles during his multiple missionary journeys each covering extended
periods of time on the road. The Apostle’s missionary journeys represent a commitment to
articulating the message not only by pen and mail, but in person through the preaching of the
Gospel to those God had called Paul to reach evangelistically. Paul’s commitment to the saving
message of the Gospel was an industrious commitment that motivated him to work as hard as
possible to communicate the message as widely as possible. As the Apostle himself wrote in 1
Corinthians 15:10, “but by the grace of God I am what I am, and his grace toward me was not in
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vain. On the contrary, I worked harder than any of them, though it was not I, but the grace of
God that is with me.” Indeed, the testimony of Scripture conveys that there is no doubt that Paul
strove to communicate the Gospel vision that God entrusted to him abundantly and across as
wide an audience as he could possibly reach.
Like Paul, Machen was an industrious communicator of his message. This reality is
evident in the number of communications, the robust schedule he kept during appearances, and
the diverse mediums he employed to communicate what God had given him to deliver. Machen
was a frequent preacher and even filled the pulpit of First Presbyterian Church in Princeton, New
Jersey for upwards of two years. Several sermons from this era of Machen’s pulpit life are
contained in the work God Transcendent. During this window of vigorous pulpit supply, Machen
was simultaneously writing at an immense rate. From 1921 until 1925, Machen authored and
published The Origin of Paul’s Religion, A Brief Bible History: A Survey of the Old and New
Testaments, Christianity & Liberalism, and What is Faith? along with his classic textbook on
New Testament Greek. When outside the pulpit at other speaking events, Machen maintained a
schedule that filled the hours effectively. Nichols provides an example of his schedule in noting
the type of speaking events Machen would accept from 1920 onward. When Machen traveled to
New York City to address the Women’s Conservation Committee, for example, the host wrote in
part that:
We have about ten minutes of singing and a few notices, then the speaker from fifteen to
twenty minutes and then the singing again, the notices, then the speaker for another
period of from fifteen to twenty minutes, and so on until the speaker has given four
addresses.412
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Nichols notes that at this event, Machen was also asked to repeat at least two of the four messages
to facilitate the office schedules of some of the businesswomen.413
Along with his robust preaching, speaking, and writing schedule, Machen extended his
use of mediums to include the radio. Sinclair Ferguson notes in his forward to the book Things
Unseen that Machen was a “relatively early entrant into the world of Christian broadcasting.”414
Behind the microphone of the powerful radio station WIP of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Machen
delivered weekly messages to “weary and hungry souls” pronouncing to them that God was the
certain answer to their needs.415 Westminster Seminary published 50 of Machen’s broadcasts in
the work entitled Things Unseen: A Systematic Introduction to the Christian Faith and Reformed
Theology. Timothy J. Keller notes in the “Introduction” to the work that Machen was “open to
new ways of reaching people with gospel truth” including the “new technology of radio,” that
Machen also “did not refrain from media just because it had been misused,” and that he “did not
fear or oppose innovation even though he was judicious in his use of it.”416 Through his
industrious speaking and preaching schedules, his prolific authorship, and his willingness to
expand his outreach to the use of emerging technology, it is clear that Machen was a leader
devoted to repeated communication of the message instilled in him by God and that he not only
communicated frequently, but also communicated widely across multiple mediums to ensure the
propagation of that message. Machen and Paul were both leaders who personally embraced the
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vision God placed upon them and both leaders were tremendous communicators employing all
resources within them and at their disposal in their communication efforts.
Paul and Machen and Kotter’s Stage Five
As noted previously, Kotter’s fifth stage involves “empowering broad-based action” for
change.417 This stage includes removing obstacles to change for members of the organization,
getting rid of existing structures that restrict change, as well as encouraging the members of the
organization to take risk and engage in activities that promote the required change.418
The Apostle Paul was robustly involved in removing barriers. The primary barrier to
change in the Galatian church was the false doctrine that had been propagated and embraced in
the church. With his apostolic authority, Paul brought the doctrinal equivalent of a wrecking ball
to the prevalent heresy by declaring it a false gospel and further declaring that those teaching it
should be “accursed.” Timothy George reminds his readers that Paul’s curse in Galatians 1:8 is
beyond the measures of excommunicating these false teachers from the church, but conveys the
result of “nothing less than to suffer the eternal retribution and judgment of God.”419 Paul
destroyed the barrier to correctively changing false teaching, because any construct of that
falsehood in the minds of regenerated Galatians was removed in Paul’s opening words of his
epistle. Likewise, he encouraged the Galatians to assume risk and step beyond their current
embrace of a righteousness based on works by clarifying the reality that the real risk was to
continue the theological embrace of such falsehood. By declaring in his opening remarks that the
Judaizers’ teaching was, in fact, not an alternative gospel and that its proponents deserved the
worst of Divine judgment, Paul clearly articulated that the real risk was to remain in place as
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opposed to returning back to “him who called you in the grace of Christ.” A false gospel
presented risk, but the grace of God is never the place of risk and Paul effectively called the
Galatians to step forward from their status quo and step back to the context of God’s grace.
Regarding activities that promote the required change, Paul used the majority of the last two
chapters of his epistle to call the Galatians to live in light of the transformational effect of the
true and only Gospel.
Like Paul, Machen faced a change barrier that consisted of the false doctrinal belief that
was capturing his ecclesiastical body. Also like Paul, Machen broke down the barriers of that
false doctrine with a battering ram of doctrinal orthodoxy. As noted previously, Machen
intentionally used his classic work Christianity & Liberalism to pronounce that Modernism was
not an alternative and acceptable version of Christianity, but was, in fact, an alternate and nonredemptive faith system, unlike orthodox Christianity. As Paul wrote that the presenters of the
false gospel in Galatia were worthy of being accursed, Machen wrote of the proponents of
Modernism as “modern unbelievers” who are “dethroning Christ when they say that they are not
interested in the gospel about Christ and are only interested in the gospel of Christ.”420 Clearly,
Machen was breaking down the barriers of false doctrine by bluntly pronouncing the alternative
belief system as one of modern unbelief. Likewise, in Machen’s final sermon to the student body
of Princeton Theological Seminary, he referred to Modernism as “that agnostic Modernism
which is the deadliest enemy of the Christian religion today.”421 Immediately after that
homiletical pronouncement, Machen presented the students with the following charge,
“increasingly, it is becoming necessary for a man to decide whether he is going to stand or not to
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stand for the Lord Jesus Christ as he is presented to us in the Word of God.”422 These
pronouncements, both on paper and from the pulpit, had the same intent as Paul’s messages to
the Galatians. They broke down theological barriers to change by strongly articulating that the
theological status quo was no alternative at all and that all real risk was found in remaining
outside the fold of “the Lord Jesus Christ as he is presented to us in the Word of God.”423
Machen announced to his listeners that they should accept the risks of following the Christ of the
Bible, because the greater risk was found in a potential eternity outside His grace and presence.
He told those seminary students that “if you decide to stand for Christ, you will not have an easy
life in the ministry.”424 He encouraged risk while communicating the greater risk was eternity
without Christ and conversely that the greater safety was to be with Christ in this life and the
next. For Machen then, participating in activities that promoted the required doctrinal change
was participation in “fighting the good fight of faith.”425 Both Paul and Machen then used their
communications in written and oral mediums to doctrinally break the barriers of the status quo
and to encourage those in their ecclesiastical bodies to move forward, despite any risk, to the
greater security of consistently living with and for the Lord Jesus Christ and His glory.
Paul and Machen and Kotter’s Stage Six
Kotter’s sixth stage of transformational change involves the generation of what he refers
to as short-term wins. These short-term wins are a fuel to continue to energize the change
process towards success and, among other criteria, they help provide evidence that change is
happening and worth the investment of group members. They also help provide ammunition
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against the influence and arguments of those who are detractors of the needed change, and they
provide momentum for perseverance in the process.426 Kotter also states that such short-term
wins possess three key characteristics in that they are visible, unambiguous and clearly
associated with the required transformation.427 The term “short-term win” is an instance that
highlights the fact that this research is ultimately exploring Kotter’s eight stages as a framework
for examination, but is not an effort to state that Kotter’s ideas are specifically biblical. The goal
is to determine if Kotter’s framework provides lenses for examination, thus the research is not
attempting to say that Scripture reveals that Paul specifically pursued “short-term wins” in the
exact definition that Kotter articulates; however, the case can be made that Paul encouraged
transformational behavior in the Galatians that was, as noted above, visible, unambiguous and
clearly associated with the required transformation.
Paul, in Galatians, clarified the specifics of what is not the Gospel and what actually is
the saving Gospel of faith alone in the completed work of Christ alone as opposed to a
righteousness dependent on any human works. Apart from the authentic Gospel, there is no
authentic Christian spiritual life, thus in Galatians 5, Paul calls the Galatian believers to “walk by
the Spirit.” Outside of true faith, to walk in the Spirit is impossible, so Paul calls the Galatians to
walk by the Spirit, which is key to, as Paul says in Galatians 5:1, living in the freedom for which
Christ had set them free. As J. I. Packer and Gary A. Parrett state, “apart from the true Gospel
there would be no experience of the Spirit’s life-giving power. There would be no capacity to
faithfully walk in the Way of the Lord.”428 As a result of walking in the Spirit, as opposed to
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living to “gratify the desires of the flesh” as Paul states in Galatians 5:16, the Galatians, and all
believers, correspondingly demonstrate or reflect what Paul calls in Galatians 5:22-23 the “fruit
of the Spirit.” These “fruits” are spiritual attributes that those in Christ walking by the Spirit
reflect toward those around them. They are visible, unambiguous spiritual attributes that are
clearly associated with the required transformation. As Martin Luther wrote, “for where the
Spirit is, it renews men and works in them new emotions: that is to say, whereas they were
before vainglorious, wrathful and envious, it makes them now humble, gentle, and patient.”429
Spiritual transformation in Christ via walking by the Spirit is then visible in those who have
found true faith in Christ and His righteousness, as opposed to a false righteousness that comes
from faith in works. Saving faith and ongoing reliance on Christ and fellowship with Christ
results in visible and unambiguous spiritual growth attributable to change wrought by faith in the
true Gospel. As Charles Spurgeon wrote in his work on Galatians, “familiarity with Christ soon
begets congeniality of disposition and spirit, for those who are much with Christ become much
like Christ.”430 Thus, Paul’s teaching in Galatians finds a connection with Kotter’s stage six
emphasis on visible, unambiguous, transformational change in the fact that those who are truly
transformed by the true Gospel that the Apostle presented in his epistle will demonstrate the
“fruits of the Spirit.”
Machen’s experience with a “short-term win” was more tangible than a spiritual attribute,
but not less visible and unambiguous. The clearest example of a short-term win as a result of
Machen’s change leadership amidst the collective Modernist and Fundamentalist controversy is
the establishment of Westminster Theological Seminary in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. As
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Edwin Rian writes, “Princeton Theological Seminary prior to 1929 was regarded by theologians
of all shades of opinion as the citadel of historic Christianity.”431 Machen was devoted to serving
at “the citadel of historic Christianity” and to ensuring that Princeton Seminary remained such a
fortress of historic, orthodox Christian teaching. Decisions directed by the General Assembly of
the Presbyterian Church; U.S.A. altered the future of the seminary by redesigning its governance.
Theretofore, Princeton Seminary was governed by two boards that oversaw different processes
of the seminary. One board oversaw issues such as financial and physical responsibilities while
the other board oversaw the faculty and its instruction. This governing dynamic allowed
Princeton Seminary to remain faithful in its historic theological orientation even in the midst of
the ongoing controversy between Modernists and so-called Fundamentalists since those leaders
who were governing instruction were solidly in the camp of the theological traditions of the
seminary. The General Assembly’s directive; however, called for the merger of the two boards,
and in the process, the seminary’s theological conservatism was watered down to the point that
Modernists on the single new board, who included signers of the Auburn Affirmation, then
heavily influenced the comprehensive direction of the school. Remaining at an institution that
was then at odds with what Machen believed was the vision both Scripture and the Westminster
Standards set for a faithful seminary was not a possibility for Machen. In Machen’s mind, the
controlling board contained within its membership men who held to a separate faith system than
Machen and his peers who affirmed the school’s historic positions. He would not remain under
such leadership. He also believed the church required a seminary that was completely devoted to
the historic understanding of the key doctrines and that was consistently committed to the
Westminster Standards. With that charge in mind, he both resigned from Princeton Theological
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Seminary and set out to found Westminster Theological Seminary in the summer of 1929.
Within the scope of one summer, Machen coordinated the process of transition which included a
physical location for the new seminary in Philadelphia, a new faculty composed of some former
students and a cadre of former colleagues at Princeton Seminary, and a student body for the new
institution. He also led the foundation of Westminster Seminary so that it was established as
ecclesiastically independent and theologically grounded on the historic Westminster Standards.
As Rian writes, it was “abundantly plain that Westminster was not only historically orthodox, but
definitely Reformed in its doctrinal basis.”432 Thus, Westminster Theological Seminary
represents the primary example of a short-term win in Machen’s change leadership experience,
because, in the course of four months in 1929, he led a change process that rendered a visible and
unambiguous result of transformational change. As Kotter writes, transformational change
leaders “plan for short-term wins, organize accordingly, and implement the plan to make things
happen.”433 In the summer of 1929, Machen and his allies planned, organized, and implemented
the founding of Westminster Theological Seminary and the success of that effort resulted in a
short-term win that established immense credibility via the reality that transformational change
in the context of theological education and biblical faithfulness had taken place in one season.
Paul and Machen and Kotter’s Stage Seven
Kotter’s seventh stage, the last in the portion of his stages that align with Lewin’s
“change” phase in his unfreeze, change, freeze construct, is about “consolidating gains and
producing more change.”434 While Kotter notes in stage six that short-term wins are essential to
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building credibility for the change effort up front, too much focus on them can lead to a
premature sense of celebration that can cost the comprehensive change effort its sense of urgency
and lead to a follow-on return to organizational complacency about change and the need for it.435
Kotter points out that “all organizations are made up of interdependent parts” in which “nearly
every element is connected to many other elements.”436 In this light, Kotter’s thinking is similar
to the Apostle Paul’s own organizational thinking.
While Kotter’s focus is primarily on business organizations, Paul’s organizational
construct was ecclesiastical. More directly, Paul’s ecclesiastical construct was the church and in
his view, the church is a complex organism of interdependent parts. As he wrote in Romans 12:4
of the church, “For as in one body we have many members, and the members do not all have the
same function, so we, though many, are one body in Christ and individually members of one
another.” In his work on Paul’s Epistle to the Romans, Robert Haldane notes that what Paul was
addressing is the “union and connection of believers, by the figure of the wonderful structure of
the human body.”437 Paul echoed this concept of interconnectedness in the church in 1
Corinthians 12:12-27 where he wrote:

For the body does not consist of one member but of many. If the foot should say,
“Because I am not a hand, I do not belong to the body,” that would not make it any less a
part of the body. And if the ear should say, “Because I am not an eye, I do not belong to
the body,” that would not make it any less a part of the body. If the whole body were an
eye, where would be the sense of hearing? If the whole body were an ear, where would
be the sense of smell? But as it is, God arranged the members in the body, each one of
them, as he chose. If all were a single member, where would the body be? As it is, there
are many parts,[b] yet one body. The eye cannot say to the hand, “I have no need of you,”
nor again the head to the feet, “I have no need of you.” On the contrary, the parts of the
body that seem to be weaker are indispensable, and on those parts of the body that we
think less honorable we bestow the greater honor, and our unpresentable parts are treated
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with greater modesty, which our more presentable parts do not require. But God has so
composed the body, giving greater honor to the part that lacked it, that there may be no
division in the body, but that the members may have the same care for one another. If one
member suffers, all suffer together; if one member is honored, all rejoice together.
Now you are the body of Christ and individually members of it.
As Paul drove the Galatian church forward from doctrinal apostasy, he alluded to this
interconnectedness and the need to ensure its connected health. He called the Galatians to
continual actions that would continue to develop the body as it moved humbly forward away
from the false doctrine of works righteousness. To promote continual spiritual progress of the
Galatian body, Paul called the church in Galatians 6 to restore those who sin gently while
vigilantly maintaining their own spiritual health. He called the advancing church to bear the
burdens of the other members in order to “fulfill the law of Christ.” He called them to be
watchful that they only engage in activities that are fruitful so that they would not “reap” what
they did not want. He charged them to persevere in the forward progress of their body and not
give up. He also charged them to foster hopeful mindsets aware that a robust harvest awaited the
result of their good efforts. Finally, he called them to do good to all other members of the body
as much and as often as possible. All of these efforts were to support the spiritual health of an
interconnected body of Christ, to ensure they consolidated and advanced the gains they had made
in the transformational understanding and path of the Gospel. The force of the early verses of
Galatians 6 is to highlight that forward progress is made through fellowship in the interconnected
organizational body of Christ. It is this mutual active dependence that continues the production
of positive spiritual change and keeps the entire body of Christ “in step with the Spirit.”438 In this
spirit, Paul charged the Galatians to engage in activity consistent with Kotter’s seventh stage in
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order to solidify their progress and to continue their forward progress together as interdependent
parts of the Galatian church body.
Machen also continued to produce more change during the Presbyterian controversy
following the founding of Westminster Theological Seminary. Westminster was formed because
of the realignment of the Princeton Theological Seminary’s governance structure that resulted in
that seminary receiving leadership from those Machen viewed as adherents of a separate and
non-redemptive faith system. The establishment of a faithful, biblical seminary then became
imperative for Machen. Likewise, as unacceptable conditions developed at Princeton Seminary,
issues also arose in his denominational body in the area of foreign missions that resulted in
Machen leading more change.
In 1932, a book entitled ReThinking Missions was published with explosive effects.
ReThinking Missions was not a denominational publication but was independently produced by a
commission chaired by William E. Hocking of Harvard University, and funded by John D.
Rockefeller, Jr. Rockefeller previously had funded the nation-wide pamphlet distribution of
Harry E. Fosdick’s sermon “Shall the Fundamentalists Win?” and would also fund the
construction of New York City’s Riverside Church where Fosdick would preach after leaving the
city’s First Presbyterian Church. The book’s purpose was to provide an assessment of the
missions enterprise and given the liberal leanings of its committee, it arrived at conclusions that
were unacceptable to many and to Machen specifically. Stonehouse points out that among some
key issues Machen noted were that ReThinking Missions “presents as the aim of missions that of
seeking truth together with adherents of other religions rather than that of presenting the truth
which God supernaturally recorded in the Bible.”439 Other findings by Machen’s analysis were
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that the book “depreciates the distinction between Christians and non-Christians,” that it
“belittles the Bible and inveighs against Christian doctrine,” that it “dismisses the doctrine of
eternal punishment,” and that it “presents Jesus as a great religious Teacher and Example…but
certainly not as very God of very God.”440 Clearly, Machen was opposed to such findings and
had articulated as much in multiple mediums including his classic work Christianity &
Liberalism. The reality that his denomination’s Board of Foreign Missions did not condemn the
book’s findings, but in fact actually sponsored missionaries such as the famed Pearl Buck who
wrote in praise of the work, convinced Machen that a call to orthodoxy was required of the
Board. In response, Machen prepared an overture to his New Brunswick presbytery, and also
published a pamphlet entitled “Modernism and the Board of Foreign Missions of the
Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A.,” calling for reform of the Board.441 Machen’s overture failed,
but it was not the only such effort and elders in other presbyteries passed similar overtures and
brought the issues with the Board of Foreign Missions before the denomination’s General
Assembly. The deliberations of the General Assembly did not generate results that were
favorable to Machen and his allies, or to the New Testament cause of missions as they believed
the Bible commissioned it. As a result, rather than continue to support an agency that was at best
complacent about the unsaving faith system of Modernism in its ranks, in October 1933, Machen
and others (a missional guiding coalition) formed the Independent Board for Presbyterian
Foreign Missions. As Machen had then led the establishment of a new board, committed to the
faith system consistent with the denomination’s original missionary visions and standards,
Machen had led what Kotter would call visible, unambiguous, and transformational change. This
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transformative change would in fact generate second-order effects that led to Machen being
brought up on charges by the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A., his being defrocked by that
denomination, and his establishment, with the support of another guiding coalition, of the
Orthodox Presbyterian Church. Though these second-order effects may cause some to call into
question the effectiveness of Machen’s continuing change leadership, such an implied negative
evaluation cannot be established with faithfulness to Scripture as the primary metric. In that
light, Machen’s continuing change leadership only led in the positive direction of faithfulness to
Scripture and the denomination’s other constitutional documents. Thus, Paul and Machen in
different times and in different ways both continued to generate change consistent with stage
seven of Kotter’s model.
Paul and Machen and Kotter’s Stage Eight
Kotter’s final stage is centered on “anchoring new approaches in the culture.” This stage
connects in spirit with the “freeze” phase of Lewin’s “unfreeze, change, freeze” model for
change leadership. Both the sense of anchoring or freezing the change convey a dynamic of
securing and solidifying the change to ensure that it is lasting. Kotter points out this last stage is
essential so that regression in the change process does not take place.442 By culture, Kotter builds
on the work of others such as Edgar Schein, to note that culture is hard to see, hard to change,
and deals with an organization’s shared values and norms of behavior.443
Edgar Schein is perhaps the preeminent author on the subject of organizational culture.
Schein and Kotter are in agreement on the need to anchor any change in the culture to ensure its
lasting effect. With respect to “norms of behavior,” this work has also noted Paul’s emphasis on
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norms of behavior in the context of stage six and what Paul details as the “fruits of the spirit.”
Regression in change is to lose pace with the forward progress of the change effort. Ryken in his
commentary speaks to this dynamic of keeping a forward and positive pace by first reminding
the reader that the “fruits of the spirit” are a result of, as Paul says in Galatians 5:25, “keeping in
step with the spirit.” Ryken goes on to illustrate this point with a reference to military units
marching and running in formation and the importance of cadence, a word that refers to a
normative activity, to ensure the organization remains in step and positively moving forward
from place to place.444 It is the normative effect of the cadence that secures the military unit’s
positive progress and it is the normative effect of “staying in step with the Spirit” and bearing the
normative behavior of the “fruits of the spirit” that secures the forward and positive progress of
the Church.
Ryken is also prudent to highlight the thoughts of J. I. Packer in his classic work,
Keeping in Step with the Spirit. Packer expands on the concept of normative behavior in the
culture of the church. Packer notes that the church is also instructed to maintain other normative
group activities. Among those normative activities are the embrace of and participation in
“biblical truth, prayer, fellowship, worship and the Lord’s Supper.”445 Remaining in cadence
with the Spirit and participation in these normative activities anchors positive, spiritual change
because, as Packer writes, these activities are “habit forming” and as such are consistent with the
“Spirit’s ordinary way of leading us on in holiness.”446
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In Schein’s work on culture, he also highlights that the culture of an organization
provides the organization with a sense of identity. Change is anchored as organizational
members grow in their sense of identity and embrace that identity. As Schein writes, “cultures
tell their members who they are, how they behave toward each other, and how to feel good about
themselves.”447 In the second half of Galatians 5 and the initial verses of Galatians 6, Paul
emphasized how the Church should “behave toward each other,” but in Galatians chapters 3 and
4, he described their identity in a manner that anchors the believer’s identity in Christ.
In Galatians 3:26, Paul declared a culture-shaping identity when he wrote that “for in
Christ you are all sons of God, through faith.” Earlier in the epistle, Paul clarified that salvation
is through faith alone in the work of Christ alone, but here the Apostle adds a statement of
identification for the Church, sons of God. He then proceeds to write in verse 27 that believers
are “clothed with Christ.” Timothy Keller points out that here Paul is establishing “our primary
identity in Christ” and that “to say that Christ is our clothing is to say that our ultimate identity is
found, not in any of these classifications, but in Christ.”448 Keller states further that to even
“understand who a Christian is,” or as Schein would write, how Christians “know who they are”
and “how they feel good about themselves,” requires an understanding of the meaning of
adoption by God. Keller included the thoughts of Sinclair Ferguson, Chancellor’s Professor of
Systematic Theology at Reformed Theological Seminary, who notes that “the notion that we are
children of God, His own sons and daughters…is the mainspring of Christian living…Our
sonship is the apex of creation and the goal of redemption.”449 Thus, Paul defined an identity that

447

Schein, 23.

448

Keller, 91.

449

Ibid., 89.

.

185
transforms the believer from just someone who could at best identify by race, creed, or gender,
into a child of the Living God. Keller notes that this is an identity transformation for the Church
that impacts its “upward” relationship with God, as well as its “global” relationship with
believers around the planet, and that combination has a historic impact as now the believer
knows himself or herself as a participant in the centuries-old promise made by God to
Abraham.450 Therefore, culturally these dynamics inform the Church’s identity regarding who its
members are, and they also speak to “how they feel good about themselves,” because Paul
addressed an emotional aspect of this transformative identity in Galatians 4 when he wrote that
believers know God not just as the Eternal Divine, but as “Abba Father.” Thomas Schreiner
points out that this term “derives from the term that Jesus himself used in addressing God” in
Mark 14:36 and that it signifies that “God is the loving and dear Father of those who believe in
Jesus the Christ.”451 Thus, beyond the cultural dynamics of norms and shared values, Paul also
provided in Galatians a transformative identity for the Church that shaped the culture and
anchored believers in Christ as the beloved children and heirs of the Almighty.
In a comparable manner, Machen’s change leadership also provided a biblical anchor. As
noted, Machen clearly believed that many problems in the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A.
were rooted in the reality that the denomination had allowed many to dislodge themselves and
their ministries from both the historic doctrines of the Bible and the summary of those teachings
in the Westminster Standards. The signers of the Auburn Affirmation, for example, clearly were
no longer anchored in those standards and their removal of their theological anchor precipitated a
wave of change in the denomination. As noted earlier, that unanchored wave of change impacted
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Princeton Theological Seminary to the extent that signers of the Auburn Affirmation were then
serving on the reconstructed guiding board of the seminary. Thus, when Westminster
Theological Seminary was founded under Machen’s leadership, he ensured a theological
anchoring that provided and still provides values, norms, and identity for the seminary. Edwin
Rian in his work The Presbyterian Conflict quotes Machen during Westminster’s opening
exercises when he stated:

No, my friends, though Princeton Seminary is dead, the noble tradition of Princeton
Seminary is alive. Westminster Seminary will endeavor by God’s grace to continue that
tradition unimpaired; it will endeavor, not on a foundation of equivocation and
compromise, but on an honest foundation of devotion to God’s Word, to maintain the
same principles that old Princeton maintained. We believe, first, that the Christian
religion, as it is set forth in the Confession of Faith of the Presbyterian Church, is true, we
believe, second, that the Christian religion welcomes and is capable of scholarly defense,
and we believe, third, that the Christian religion should be proclaimed without fear or
favor, and in clear opposition to whatever opposes it, whether within or without the
church, as the only way of salvation for lost mankind.452
In these words, Machen’s leadership provided an anchor for the new seminary. His leadership
dictated a biblical foundation clearly contained and articulated in the Westminster Confession.
From that foundation shared values and normative behavior such as scholarship and apologetic
defense of the Truth were established. He harkened back to the former culture of Princeton
Seminary and anchored the culture of Westminster at the same time. The effect of this cultural
anchor on his change leadership still exists at Westminster Seminary today as is testified to by
the institution’s website which notes the following core tenets:
•
•
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•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•

•

•

Reformed orthodoxy, as informed by the system of doctrine contained in the
Westminster Standards, and secondarily in other Reformed confessions,
represents faithfully and accurately what Scripture teaches.
Biblical exegesis and biblical theology (in the tradition of Geerhardus Vos) in
harmony with systematic theology and covenantal apologetics (in the tradition of
Cornelius Van Til) are among the crucial methods to be used in interpreting and
applying the teaching of Scripture and in developing a biblical worldview.
A learned ministry set in the lifestyle of humble and holy affection for Jesus
Christ is essential in today’s church and world and must be modeled by the board,
administration, faculty, and students.
A fundamental mandate of the church, discipling the nations for the glory of
Christ, requires culturally sensitive, theologically competent ministers who have
both the ability and the passion to apply the eternal word of Scripture to the
changing world in which God has placed us.
Because there is one body and one Spirit, all who would build up the whole body
of Christ must make every effort to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of
peace.
The triune God, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, is worthy of the worship of all
people in all places of his dominion, and this fact must be the fundamental motive
for every human activity.
Scripture, as the very Word of God written, is absolutely authoritative and without
error. The Bible-centered curriculum is developed on the basis of our motto, “the
whole counsel of God.”
Reformed orthodoxy, as informed by the system of doctrine contained in the
Westminster Standards, and secondarily in other Reformed confessions,
represents faithfully and accurately what Scripture teaches.
Biblical exegesis and biblical theology (in the tradition of Geerhardus Vos) in
harmony with systematic theology and covenantal apologetics (in the tradition of
Cornelius Van Til) are among the crucial methods to be used in interpreting and
applying the teaching of Scripture and in developing a biblical worldview.
A learned ministry set in the lifestyle of humble and holy affection for Jesus
Christ is essential in today’s church and world and must be modeled by the board,
administration, faculty, and students.
A fundamental mandate of the church, discipling the nations for the glory of
Christ, requires culturally sensitive, theologically competent ministers who have
both the ability and the passion to apply the eternal word of Scripture to the
changing world in which God has placed us.
Because there is one body and one Spirit, all who would build up the whole body
of Christ must make every effort to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of
peace.453

Westminster Theological Seminary, “Mission and Values,” accessed June 10, 2022,
https://www.wts.edu/about/mission-values.
453

.

188
Ninety-three years after Machen provided cultural anchors for Westminster Seminary, its core
tenets are still consistent with the anchors Machen described in the seminary’s opening exercises.
Those anchors still determine identity, shared values, and normative behaviors for the institution
and are consistent with the leadership Kotter calls for in his eighth and final stage of change
leadership.
The purpose of this chapter was to explore whether John Kotter’s eight stages of change
leadership provide an effective framework for articulating the change leadership of J. Gresham
Machen amidst the Presbyterian controversy of the early Twentieth Century. The findings of the
chapter support the premise that Kotter’s framework does provide an effective framework to
analyze Machen’s change leadership, as well as that of the Apostle Paul in the Galatian
controversy. That affirmative stance was reached by exploring four secondary research
questions. This paper will now move on to discuss the answer to the primary research question
regarding lessons learned for contemporary leaders found in Machen’s leadership experience, as
well as to discuss recommendations arising from this research.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

As this closing chapter commences, a review is in order. The focus of this paper is the
subject of change leadership. In chapter one, this research found that Kotter’s works convey that
effective change leadership is leadership that establishes direction, aligns people, and motivates
and inspires them to successfully move in a direction that better serves their best interests. For
Kotter, that better direction implies “constructive or adaptive change.”454 Kotter’s eight stages of
successful change served as an architecture to elevate the change leadership of the Apostle Paul
and J. Gresham Machen for further examination. In the theological foundation found in Chapter
4 of this work, the research demonstrated that the Apostle Paul provided change leadership. He
assessed a need for change in the Galatian church after his analysis revealed the dissatisfying and
painful doctrinal status of the church. He delivered disconfirming information to the Galatians to
unfreeze the status quo via his epistle. Further and more specifically, he provided change
leadership because he provided direction to the Galatians by rearticulating to them the truth of
the doctrine of justification by faith alone in Christ alone. He aligned the Galatian church by
illuminating behavior consistent with the works of the flesh and prescribed behavior consistent
with the fruits of the Spirit. He motivated them by calling the Galatians to live as true heirs of
God in the freedom for which Christ had set them free. In the midst of the Presbyterian
Controversy, Machen provided change leadership in a manner similar to the way the Apostle
Paul did. He revealed the dissatisfying and painful doctrinal nature of Modernism. He went on to
provide disconfirming information to his denomination by articulating that Modernism was not a
contemporary restatement of the Gospel, but was in fact an alternate faith system that was non-
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redemptive. Machen provided direction to his denomination by articulating the difference
between a “religion of merit and a religion of grace” and the reality that salvation is only found
in the direction of the latter.455 He provided an alignment toward the historical Christian faith by
articulating that Christ was more than just an ethical model to follow amidst a spiritual lifestyle.
Rather, He is a historical savior whose salvation is articulated in historic doctrine.456 As he notes
in his chapter entitled “Doctrine:”
‘Christ died for our sins,’ said the primitive disciples, ‘according to the Scriptures; he was
buried; he has been raised on the third day according to the Scriptures.’ From the
beginning the Christian gospel, as indeed the name ‘gospel’ or ‘good news’ implies,
consisted in an account of something that had happened. And from the beginning, the
meaning of the happening was set forth; and when the meaning of the happening was set
forth then there was Christian doctrine. ‘Christ died’—that is history; ‘Christ died for our
sins’—that is doctrine. Without these two elements, joined in an absolutely indissoluble
union, there is no Christianity.457
Further, Machen provided motivation by describing the reality that this Gospel message was
where Christianity “derived its power.”458 He wrote further that the power of the Gospel was the
energy source for all great “Christian movement throughout the centuries” and the true future of
anything great or even worth pursuing depended on a return to the empowering Gospel
message.459 These were the energizing components of Machen’s change leadership. All of the
change that Machen called for, whether that change was the realignment of his denomination
back toward faithfulness to the Gospel, or the establishment of the Westminster Theological
Seminary, or the formation of the Independent Board of Presbyterian Foreign Missions, was all
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grounded in these dynamics of change leadership. As Machen clearly led theologically grounded
change leadership, this work will now examine some lessons learned from his change leadership
experience and then provide recommendations for future study.
Lessons Learned
The research into the change leadership of J. Gresham Machen sought to determine the
answer to a primary research question by asking a series of secondary questions. That primary
question asks, “does the change leadership of J. Gresham Machen during the doctrinal
controversy between Fundamentalists and Modernists in American Presbyterianism in the
Twentieth Century provide biblically grounded lessons learned for current leaders that can be
framed theoretically by John Kotter’s eight stages for change leadership?” This research finds
that the answer to that question is an affirmative one. Addressing that primary question directly
was reserved for this chapter because it provides the platform to not only address it, but also to
convey the concluding lessons learned from the research.
Contemporary leaders, both those entering the strategic level of leadership in the
Department of Defense as graduates of Senior Service Colleges or those called to provide
strategic leadership for the congregations of God’s visible church can both glean practical
lessons learned to aid them in the challenge of change leadership from this case study of the
leadership of Machen during the Presbyterian Controversy. These lessons learned will now be
described within the framework of Kotter’s eight stages of change leadership.
Prior to addressing lessons learned from within the framework of Kotter’s eight stages, it
is prudent to recall what Edgar Schein notes is the initial catalyst for change leadership. As noted
earlier, Schein states that “a desire for change, for doing something differently, for learning
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something new, always begins with some kind of pain or dissatisfaction.”460 Machen’s activity
throughout the controversy was a testimony to the reality that the presence of Modernism within
the church caused pain to him and many others, just as the errant emphasis on righteousnesscreating spiritual works by those troubling the Galatians caused pain to Paul. Paul noted in
Galatians 1:7 that the false teaching of works-based righteousness was not “another gospel.”
Machen conveys throughout his classic work Christianity & Liberalism that Modernism is not
the historic Christian faith, but is a nonredemptive, alternate faith system. Machen’s
denomination possessed constitutional documents in the Holy Scriptures and the Westminster
Standards. The Gospel that Paul preached provided him a standard by which to gauge
dissatisfying, painful and deviational drift. Likewise, the Scriptures and the Westminster
Standards provided Machen lenses through which to view painful and dissatisfying drift away
from historic doctrines that required a change of direction back to foundational truth. For
contemporary church leaders then, the lesson learned in an era where much pressure is placed on
changing worship styles and preaching topics to adjust to cultural change, is that clear
confessional standards provide both anchors and sextants to navigate churches back to the safe
port of doctrinal truth. Pastors and other church leaders must remain lifelong learners with regard
to the confessional documents and standards of their churches in order to secure the safe and
authentic existence of their churches, as well as to learn how to lead change when moments of a
painful awareness of doctrinal deviation arise. Likewise, as stewards of their profession, military
leaders must continually remain steeped in their knowledge of the Constitution, Department of
Defense regulations and policies, as well as service regulations, policies, and operational
doctrine to discern what standards or deviations are dissatisfying and require change. Such
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professional knowledge will also inform how to frame adjustments. Without knowledge of
confessional and military standards, leaders will fail to understand the source of disconcerting
pain in their leadership environment and will not possess the knowledge to lead their charges in
correct and healthy directions. All positive change leadership is first informed by organizational
standards. Another point important for leaders to reflect upon with respect to their analysis of the
need for change is Machen’s perspective on fundamentals. As mentioned, William Hutchinson
said of Machen’s views that “whatever is not fundamental is not Christianity at all.”461 Modern
church leaders can glean from that insight that direction and activity in the church that is not
clearly grounded in the authorities of the church, namely Holy Scripture and confessional
standards, are issues requiring change. Those issues should cause dissatisfaction or pain and
leaders must urgently address them. Equally, military leaders must sift issues through the filters
of their military and civic fundamentals. Issues disconnected and disparate from founding
documents, laws, regulations, policies, and doctrine are those issues that must precipitate their
change leadership. Every individual and every organization has fundamentals and leaders protect
those fundamentals and lead change when anything deviates from those standards. With that
reality in mind, this paper will now examine lessons learned from Machen’s leadership through
the framework of Kotter’s eight stages.
Lessons Learned from Stage One
As noted earlier, Kotter states that a sense of urgency is required to destabilize ongoing
organizational complacency in order to drive change successfully. This research shows that both
Paul and Machen established a sense of urgency in their ecclesiastical change leadership. Current
leaders can take five lessons learned from this point; be direct, expect irritation in those
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uncommitted to the new path, not all opponents will be visible, expect respect from unusual
sources and be precise in your technical details.
First, both Paul and Machen were extremely direct in establishing a sense of urgency in
their respective church audiences. Derek W. H. Thomas points out that Paul was “amazingly
straightforward” when he addressed the Galatians in the first chapter of his epistle and he made
sure to note that ‘the stakes could not be higher.”462 This directness is apparent in his statement
that the Galatians were deserting God via their doctrinal waywardness. Clearly, a need for
change away from a path of desertion was communicated directly by the Apostle. Likewise,
Machen was nothing other than direct with his 1923 publication of Christianity & Liberalism.
His straightforwardness was announced to all readers even with the ampersand in the title by
which Machen proclaimed to his audience his direct claim that historic Christianity existed and
Liberalism existed, but they were in no way the same thing and that the church, or at least those
who desired to remain in the real church of Christ, needed to change directions and return to the
path of the true, historic doctrines of Christianity. Both men sought to create an urgency that
catapulted individuals away from their doctrinal status quo and did so with direct language.
Leaders of today, whether ecclesiastical or military, can learn from Machen’s Pauline inspired
leadership that in moments of supreme importance, direct language is required to lead
organizations, rather than the more subtle language of soft encouragement and nuance. Nuance is
insufficient when lives are at stake. Leaders use words meaningfully and change leaders must
sound clear and direct calls for change.
Secondly, current leaders can learn from these historic examples that directly calling for a
sense of urgency based on doctrinal standards, theological or military, will not receive
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unanimous support, but instead will generate a response of irritation from many in the target
audience. One need only remember that the majority of the Prophets and Paul were executed
following their inspired and ongoing proclamations for spiritual change. Paul’s apostolic
counterpart, Peter, notes in 1 Peter 2:8 that the Gospel will always be an “offense” to some.
Likewise, Machen’s repeated urgent calls to the church to transition from an attraction to the
false teaching of Modernism led to constant attacks on his character from those whose interests
were irritated by him. Nichols points out that amidst the controversy, Machen was referred to by
some with insulting titles such as the “Professor of Bigotry” and told to “broaden out your
miserable theology and learn to be a Christian or else get out.”463 Coray points out in his memoir
that when Machen’s critics used the parliamentary procedures of the General Assembly to deny
Machen the Professor of Apologetics and Ethics chair at Princeton Theological Seminary, that
some claimed he was “unfit for the post because of ‘temperamental idiosyncrasies.’’464 They did
not even need to clarify the nature of the idiosyncrasies for the tactic to succeed. Also, noted
Princeton University professor and adherent of Modernism, Henry Van Dyke, would even claim
Machen’s preaching was “bitter, schismatic and unscriptural.”465 There is, of course, great irony
in accusing Machen of being unscriptural, but current leaders are reminded through Machen’s
experience that urgent calls for change will irritate those committed to opposing paths and that
their irritation may expose itself in less than ethical manifestations. Stonehouse states of these
claims that “a distressing aspect of the entire controversy is that the charges of intolerance and
bigotry were often made by men who simply bypassed the issue of honesty.”466 The change
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leader must not only create a sense of urgency, but must also remain grounded in the urgency of
the requirement in order to firmly anchor their leadership amidst persistent attacks not only
directed at the change concept, but personal attacks as well.
Especially for the ecclesiastical leader, current leaders are reminded that resistance will
manifest itself, but it will not always be visible. The Apostle Paul reminds leaders of all
generations of the reality that the spiritual dimension is equally in play in the life of their
leadership and in the life of the church. As he states in Ephesians 6:12 “for we do not wrestle
against flesh and blood, but against the rulers, against the authorities, against the cosmic powers
over this present darkness, against the spiritual forces of evil in the heavenly places.” There will
be local and visible opposition for the modern church leader calling for change in his church or
organization, but Paul calls such leaders to remember the opposition is both local and cosmic,
both visible and invisible. Spiritual warfare will be at play. Further discussion of that subject is
beyond the scope of this paper, but current leaders are prudent to remain mindful of the reality
that Paul presents and to follow his instructions in Ephesians 6 to put on the “whole armor of
God” to prepare for this dynamic.
The change leader’s declaration of the urgency for change will attract irritation, but it will
also potentially receive statements of respect from unexpected sources. With respect to the
impact of Modernism on the missionary agency of his denomination, Machen used the example
of noted author and Presbyterian missionary Pearl Buck to demonstrate the urgency of his
concerns. Buck wrote significantly with regards to her affinity to Modernism and Machen wrote
just as clearly as to the problem of his denomination allowing someone such as Buck to remain a
foreign missionary of the denomination when she was admittedly opposed to the historic
doctrines contained in its constitutional documents. The resulting outcry led to the end of Buck’s
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missionary relationship with the denomination. Despite this acrimony between them, Buck
respected Machen’s character and Stonehouse notes that upon his death, Buck wrote in the New
Republic “that she admired him more than the ‘princes of the church’ who ‘play their church
politics and trim their sails to every wind.’”467 Those “princes of the church” were, in essence,
those irritated by Machen, who unfairly critiqued his character and who used the courts of the
church to bring him to trial and defrock him. It would seem that Buck would have been a more
natural ally to those “princes,” but conversely her respect for the integrity of Machen and his
commitments called upon something within her to speak more favorably about Machen than his
ecclesiastical opponents with whom she had more in common doctrinally. Also regarding this
dynamic, multiple sources unaligned with Machen provided praise for his positions in
Christianity & Liberalism. Coray notes that the Pacific Unitarian magazine proclaimed that
Machen’s “arguments are irrefutable” and that “his logic, it seems to us, is impeccable.”468 He
also notes that Walter Lippman stated that Machen’s book contained “the best popular argument
produced by either side in the current controversy.”469 Modern leaders called to create urgency
for needed change can take heart from Machen’s experience that if they are good stewards of
their positions, and if they state them with precision and ground them solidly in truth, then
advocates from unexpected arenas who possess personal integrity will acknowledge the authority
of their work.
Finally, with respect to a change leader’s call for urgency, the leader must be technically
precise in all their pronouncements. While, as noted above, Liberals were irritated by Machen’s
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arguments, there was no room in their responses to state that he ever misrepresented the historic,
orthodox doctrines of the Christian faith or the tenets of Modernism. In his foreword to
Christianity & Liberalism, Carl R. Trueman notes that from its original publication, Machen’s
work has always been received as “well-written and originating from the pen of an academic
whose intellectual and scholarly credentials could not be questioned.”470 When urgently charging
individuals to depart from their status quo, one cannot afford to allow for unnecessary technical
questioning that delays the change or hardens the complacency, both of which are enemies of
successful change. Ecclesiastical leaders must be precise in their use of theology, the Holy
Scriptures, and other denominational standards. Military leaders must likewise practice the same
attention to technical details ensuring their correct grip on law, regulation, policy, doctrine, and
procedures if they are to successfully create urgency that leads to transformational change.
Lessons Learned from Stage Two
As noted previously, Kotter states that a guiding coalition is required to successfully
drive transformational change. With respect to Machen’s experience, current leaders can learn
that structure provides for proximity in the search for the coalition, that a strong guiding coalition
can lead to expedient change and that leaders must expect that members of the guiding coalition
may transition out of it.
When building his guiding coalition for the change that led to the founding of
Westminster Theological Seminary, Machen found leaders amidst both ecclesiastical and
academic proximity. Ecclesiastically, Machen needed only to look to fellow Presbyterian elders
in a neighboring state, led by Dr. Charles Schall of Wayne Presbyterian Church, to serve as
initial members of the guiding coalition that established the seminary in that vicinity. The
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Fundamentalist and Modernist controversy was not a debate isolated to Presbyterians, nor was
Westminster to be a Presbyterian seminary. Machen could have looked around the broader
horizon of Fundamentalism for partners to establish the seminary, but providentially
denominational elders within Presbyterianism emerged to provide the supportive leadership that
enabled the change. Machen would, in time, include academic partners from the faculty at
Princeton Theological Seminary such as Robert Wilson, O. T. Allis, and others to properly shape
the academic ethos of the new seminary. Thus, the proximity of his current faculty partners at
Princeton supplied him with members for a functional guiding coalition as well. Likewise, for
military leaders, the structure of the unit’s organizational documents and the chain of command
provide close proximity for military change leaders to find their guiding coalitions. For example,
a Brigade Commander can employ their Deputy Commander, their Executive Officer, their
Command Sergeant Major, their subordinate Battalion Commanders, and, if appropriate,
particular members of their personal staff as members of the guiding coalition. The inability to
utilize individuals in those positions to serve on the guiding coalition is a sign that leadership has
not established the requisite trust required in units of today’s Armed Forces. Thus if leadership is
leading as required by the contemporary operating environment, then the organizational structure
nominates individual leaders to form the needed guiding coalition. For current pastoral and
military leaders then, the first location for a change leader to seek members of the guiding
coalition is amongst those that God and the Armed Forces have currently placed around the
leader and with whom the leader has already developed relationships of trust.
While change leadership and the change process are demanding and time-consuming,
current leaders can learn from Machen’s experience that a strong and cohesive guiding coalition
can accomplish major, successful developments rapidly. For instance, Machen resigned from his
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academic home at Princeton Seminary in the spring of 1929 and first met with the guiding
coalition led by Dr. Charles Schall in July 1929. By September 1929, this guiding coalition
opened Westminster Theological Seminary with facilities, a faculty team, and a student body for
its inaugural academic year as an institution. This rate of change was accomplished by a driven
and competent coalition of leaders who acting cohesively founded Westminster Seminary at an
accelerated rate. Current leaders, both ecclesiastical and military, must ensure their guiding
coalition can accelerate at the speed of expedient trust and competency. Granted, strategic
change in the Department of Defense is often restricted in speed by established processes such as
the Planning, Programming, Budgeting, and Execution System or the Defense Acquisition
System which are designed to steward taxpayer funding, but competent leaders informed on
developing processes arising from entities like Army Futures Command or the Defense
Innovation Unit will be able to apply timely information regarding emerging options to foster the
guiding coalition’s ability to lead change. In addition to seeking coalition members from one’s
proximity, leaders must also select members with knowledge that facilitates current
organizational competency. Coalitions with trusted and informed competence can produce
valuable change at accelerated speeds.
Leaders of change can also learn from Machen’s experience to expect change in the
guiding coalition. While stability in the coalition is ideal, it is not always possible or even likely.
With respect to the guiding coalition that Machen found in the original faculty of Westminster,
Robert Wilson would die early into the second academic year and O. T. Allis would resign in
1936. They were both core members no longer available to Machen for insight and leadership.
Death and transitions due to unforeseen callings or other issues must be planning factors for
change leaders in either the ecclesiastical or military environments. In the ecclesiastical world,
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this issue can be prepared for through strong leader development in the church in concert with
denominational procedures. In the military, this reality is even more pressing because all leaders
know that routine assignment cycles and end dates for key and developmental assignments will
generate departures from the guiding coalition. Such transition is an additional challenge for the
military change leader. The change leader in this context can use their leader network and the
assignment system when practical to prepare for these inevitable departures from the coalition
for change.
Lessons Learned from Stage Three
For Kotter, the orienting and energizing force for the change operation is the vision.471
According to Kotter, vision is a “picture of the future with some implicit or explicit commentary
on why people should strive to create that future.”472 Current leaders can learn from Machen’s
experience that an ideal vision for the future may be grounded in the past, must be selfless, and
must be feasible.
While vision inspires a change to the status quo, contemporary leaders can learn from
Machen that a solid vision for change leading toward a more ideal future can find its roots in a
ideal status quo of the past. This is particularly important for ecclesiastical leaders committed to
timeless truth standards to grasp. For example, Machen’s vision for the establishment of
Westminster Theological Seminary was not built upon ideas that foresaw an innovative and
different type of theological seminary, but rather, it envisioned a seminary committed to the
former Reformed theological traditions of the old Princeton Theological Seminary. That
institution had lost its moorings in the mind of Machen, but God placed in the heart of Machen,
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and others in the guiding collation, a vision for an institution of positive spiritual influence reestablished on the traditions of the old Princeton. As God is unchanging, spiritual leaders must
realize that the change vision may well be a re-establishment of what has now ceased to exist.
While this dynamic is especially important to spiritual leaders, senior military leaders must also
assess their profession to ensure their activities are coordinated with enduring national
documents. If influences emerge in the environment that are counter to those ideals, then the
change vision must also consist of a return to national standards, rather than the creation of new
and different ideals. This may require a sense of courage in the change leader that is able to resist
the power of popular opinion and is able to inspire a new appreciation for enduring values.
While leaders supply vision, leaders must also resist the temptation of self-interest in the
vision. This inventory of selflessness must be intentional on the part of the leader with the
assistance of mentors and friends, because as Jeremiah 17:9 states, “the heart is deceitful above
all things and desperately sick; who can understand it?” Even King David, a leader described in
Acts 13:22 as a man whose heart pursued the things of God’s heart was not without selfish
pursuits. As Barna writes, leaders providing vision must be “leaders not driven by a need for
self-aggrandizement or ego gratification but a burning desire to see God’s will done to the
fullest.”473 As Paul writes in Philippians 2:3, vision-casting leaders should “do nothing from
selfish ambition or conceit….” Paul notes specifically in Galatians 1:10 that his change efforts
with the Galatians were not to please man, to include himself, but were solely motivated to
please God and to serve those God had called him to serve. Likewise, Machen throughout the
Presbyterian Controversy could have served himself, but instead took a path of leadership that
sought to serve his church and which led to personal sacrifice and challenge for Machen, rather
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than selfish gain. The leadership of change is still grounded in the responsibility to serve and this
lesson applies to military leaders of all ranks and services who share in the historic ethos that
national servants are always to put “service over self.” Senior military leaders have succeeded
ideally by practicing that ethos, but they must remain grounded in it as they are provided the
privilege to lead change at higher levels, influencing more people with broader effects.
Finally, while supplying a vision to ensure teams and organizations see an ideal future
and are motivated to pursue an ideal future, leaders must use restraint to the degree that they
ensure the vision is obtainable. A change effort will fail and change leaders will fail if the ability
to grasp and live in that ideal future is not possible. This is why Barna states that “vision is
dreaming the most possible dream.”474 Kotter agrees and writes that vision must be feasible in
that the goals it envisions are actually possible to achieve.475 Machen and his guiding coalition
cast a vision for the establishment of Westminster Theological Seminary and were able to
establish it in one summer season, but they grew Westminster from initial startup facilities and
size into a larger existence over time. The vision was both challenging and obtainable. Likewise,
senior military leaders, for example, must cast a vision for the future. That vision may include
technologies, operational doctrine, educational systems, and more that currently do not exist, but
must exist to ensure an ideal national future. The responsible change leader in this context will
recognize the challenges and the processes required to overcome those challenges and plan
accordingly for a future that is both ideal and feasible.
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Lessons Learned from Stage Four
As noted, in stage four Kotter believes in using “every vehicle possible to constantly
communicate the new vision and strategies.”476 Leaders must communicate constantly to
overcome the mentioned organizational complacency, as well as because their vision is not the
only vision in the environment. From Machen’s actions regarding this stage, modern leaders can
learn that they should expect competing visions in their organizational environment, they must
constantly consider what additional communication assets can be employed, they must remain
steadfast during initial negative reactions to the vision, and that they can embrace new
technology to continue to advance the vision.
First, contemporary leaders can learn from Machen to expect competing visions. Just as
Machen presented a vision for denominational faithfulness for the Presbyterian Church in the
U.S.A., as well as for educational faithfulness at Princeton Theological Seminary, others
presented competing visions that were well received. Namely, Harry Emerson Fosdick’s sermon
“Shall the Fundamentalists Win?” offered those in Machen’s denomination a clear alternative
vision for the denomination’s future. As Kotter points out in the contexts that he studied, less
than 1% of the total words communicated to an organizational member in a three-month period
were associated with the change vision.477 Amidst the organizational environment, whether it be
ecclesiastical or military, there will always be competing messages inside and outside the natural
boundaries of the organization that influence its members. Today’s leaders can take away from
Machen’s experience that there will be competition in the environment and that the visions of the
competition will be convincing to many. Current leaders must scan their environments for

476

Ibid., 23.

477

Ibid., 91.

.

205
completing visions, ensure their understanding of the competition, and consistently present
superior visions to counter the effect of arguments that the organization cannot afford to accept
as its ideal future.
With respect to utilizing “every vehicle possible,” current leaders can see a role model in
Machen. Machen used books, pamphlets, sermons, other public speaking events, and media to
communicate. As noted above, there will be competition and modern leaders must expect their
competition to employ competing similar resources to communicate. Fosdick, for example,
delivered a sermon and in short order, his sermon was converted to a pamphlet and distributed
nationwide to Protestant clergy. Leaders with a God-given vision must articulate it clearly while
simultaneously asking themselves “in what other places and mediums can I get this message
out?” Structured, intentional, and consistent information campaigns must be employed by leaders
in formations or in venues of faith to ensure forward positive progress.
Modern leaders can learn from Machen that initial negative responses to their
communications are not necessarily negative in the bigger picture. When Machen’s Christianity
& Liberalism was published, it initially sold only 1000 copies in the first year. With such humble
numbers, one would consider any negative reviews of the publication to be strong detriments to
future sales; however, in Machen’s case, the negative reviews boosted sales and the book sold
four times the number of copies in its second year of publication.478 The old maxim is “no
publicity is bad publicity.” Modern leaders in and out of the pulpit and in and out of uniform can
take hope that initial negativity can lead to future increased receptivity and they can continue to
persevere on the path of progress.
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Contemporary leaders can learn from Machen that embracing new technologies prudently
can effectively enable their communication. Based on his leadership role at Westminster
Theological Seminary, Machen was given the opportunity to communicate from the broadcast
station of WIP in Philadelphia which even today remains the premier news, weather, and sports
station in that major city. Radio seems passe to current leaders, but it was a new innovation in
Machen’s time and he embraced it and used it significantly. As radio was an innovative asset to
Machen, so are mediums such as Facebook, LinkedIn, Instagram, and other social media
platforms for the current leader to employ as assets. Digital applications and podcasts also offer
mediums unavailable before, but are ubiquitous today as assets for leaders to consider and
utilize. One wonders if Machen had a resource such as Microsoft Teams or Zoom available in
December 1936, would he have chosen to communicate to churches in the Dakotas via a
different medium rather than embarking on a fateful public speaking trip by train when he was
already fatigued? As change agents, current leaders are encouraged by the example of Machen’s
broadcasts via WIP to embrace emerging technology for vision communication as long as they
ensure they steward the vision and their profession well and do not use mediums poorly resulting
in a new stream of dissatisfying information and pain.
Lessons Learned from Stage Five
Kotter’s stage five is the empowerment of broad-based action across the footprint of
change. As noted earlier, this stage involves removing obstacles and changing the infrastructure
of complacency that impedes the required change. This is a stage where Machen’s experience
does not fit seamlessly in the mold of the stage’s intent, yet contemporary change leaders can
still learn lessons from Machen’s experience in it.
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First, a key lesson current leaders can learn from Machen’s experience is that some
obstacles are removed and some systems are changed by leaving them. The Modernist spirit was
entrenched in the systems of Machen’s church and over time dictated the actions of its General
Assembly and its subordinate courts. Machen had already recognized that Modernism was an
alternate faith system to that of historic Christianity. In the years following the publication of
Christianity & Liberalism, he learned that the leadership bodies of his denomination were the
obstacles and systems requiring change, yet they were led by adherents of a separate faith
system. When such leadership stymied Machen’s advancement to an academic chair at Princeton
Theological Seminary and then redesigned the governance of Princeton Seminary, Machen came
to the astute conclusion that change could not be made in a body in which theological cancer had
metastasized to the degree that it was systemic. Thus, for Machen, the empowerment of change
that removed obstacles and changed systems was accomplished by departing them and building
new ones faithful to the Scriptures. Current leaders need an ability to assess the painful status
quo and know when issues are beyond recovery and change is more effectively and faithfully
accomplished by new starts versus impossible renovations of structures beyond repair.
Westminster Theological Seminary was such a new start once the structures of Princeton
Theological Seminary were beyond saving. Likewise, the Independent Board of Presbyterian
Foreign Missions was such a new start after the issues arising after the publication of ReThinking
Missions revealed that positive change could not take place in the current mission systems of the
denomination. All leaders can learn from Machen’s experience and from the book of Ecclesiastes
that there is a “time to build up,” but also “a time to tear down; a “time to keep” and a “time to
cast away.”

.

208
Senior military leaders will see in Machen’s actions here a connection to the U.S. Army’s
Mission Command doctrinal concept. One of the key principles of Mission Command is the
commander’s acceptance of prudent risk. As Army Doctrine Reference Publication 6-0 notes, all
“opportunities come with risks. The willingness to accept prudent risk is often the key to
exposing enemy weaknesses. Commanders focus on creating opportunities rather than simply
preventing defeat—even when preventing defeat appears safer.”479 Just as Joshua was called in
Joshua 1 to seize the opportunities that rested on the far side of the Jordan and lead with strength
and courage, current leaders are called to assume prudent risk and pursue greater opportunities.
Spiritual leaders cannot simply “prevent defeat” in the arena of spiritual warfare. Establishing
Westminster Theological Seminary and the Independent Board both presented risk to Machen
and to those in his coalition, but Machen and his allies discerned the reality that “opportunities
come with risk” and their spiritual responsibility was to accept that prudent risk and generate
new and faithful opportunities to serve the glory of God. Leaders, in and out of uniform can learn
from Machen the virtue of leading and empowering change by accepting prudent risk in order to
seize an opportunity.
Lessons Learned from Stage Six
As noted, Kotter’s concept of short-term wins speaks of outcomes that are visible and
unambiguous in their connection to the change effort. Westminster Theological Seminary was a
visible and unambiguous product of change when it was founded in 1929. Kotter states that small
organizations need such wins within “half a year.”480 Westminster was a concept in July 1929
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and a functioning institution in September 1929. Additional wins within that win though were
required and the efforts involved in securing those wins provide lessons learned.
First, an academic institution is not one without a faculty team. Some members of the
original faculty were secured quickly, but at the beginning of September 1929 with the school
year pressing upon Machen and the rest of his team, the faculty was not complete. Part of the
reason was two men who were highly sought after and who were supportive of the new seminary
declined the call to serve there. R. B. Kuiper and Cornelius Van Til were both serving as pastors
in churches in Michigan and initially decided to remain in those roles. In early September 1929
though, both men accepted the proposed faculty positions. Van Til would become a legendary
Westminster faculty member and remain there until his retirement. Stonehouse points out that
Machen was steadfast in his pursuit of these men and along with O. T. Allis made multiple trips
to Michigan to persuade them to serve. They committed to serve at Westminster due to the
“unrelenting importunity and urgency…pressed upon them.”481 Current leaders can learn from
Machen that short-term wins require dedicated commitment and because of their importance to
the momentum of the change effort, leaders must pursue best solutions diligently until they are
grasped or finally become completely unavailable. Machen did not, as Paul writes in Galatians
6:9, “grow weary in doing good” and as a result, he reaped two valuable faculty members as
assets in a short-term win.
Current leaders can also learn from Machen in this stage that while doctrinal standards
are non-negotiable, former systems are not. Stonehouse notes that though Westminster sought to
remain ardently loyal to the theological standards for which Princeton Seminary was renowned
prior to the controversy, the new seminary did not remain bound to “details in organization,
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curriculum or methods of instruction.”482 The swift-starting seminary allowed its faculty freedom
to maneuver academically which facilitated its early operational success. The leadership had
selected competent professors with whom there were relationships of trust, and as if in the spirit
of the previously mentioned “Mission Command” concept, assumed prudent risk to seize the
opportunities at hand. The break from old systems is also clear in that Westminster was not
founded as a denominational seminary as Princeton was. This provided even greater flexibility to
succeed early as experts were sought from multiple denominations to fill the capability gaps of
the seminary whether on the board or the faculty.483 Leaders can learn from Machen at this point
that standards are enduring, but systems and processes are expendable if better avenues of
success in the direction of the change mission are available.
Finally, another visible and unambiguous requirement for a seminary is a student body.
Two months after committing to a concept for a new seminary, Westminster opened with a
student body of fifty on September 25, 1929.484 That is not an astronomical number, but it is a
substantial number after two months’ notice. Leaders are reminded at this point of the
importance and power of people to generate the required change and the need to appreciate each
individual who grasps the vision and joins the team. The Good Shepherd of John 10 stresses the
importance of individuals when He notes that He knows each sheep by name. Leaders, as undershepherds, must strive to acknowledge the importance of each individual as a member of the
team and demonstrate routine appreciation to them as individuals of great value. Machen only
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had fifty to start, but they were the most important fifty in the history of Westminster
Theological Seminary.
Lessons Learned from Stage Seven
As noted in stage one, the creation of a sense of urgency will irritate into action those
opposed to the change effort.485 Machen’s experience informs contemporary leaders that the
production of more change will also exasperate that dynamic. Machen’s continuing to lead
change through the establishment of the Independent Board of Presbyterian Foreign Missions
informs leaders that continuing change will energize known opponents, unveil new opponents
and potentially come at personal cost to the change leader.
First, Machen’s organization of the new independent mission board energized those who
were already in public opposition to him. In his work, The Significance of J. Gresham Machen,
Paul Wooley, the initial registrar of Westminster Theological Seminary, points out that the
potential of a new and biblically faithful missions board was a threat to the influence of
Modernists opposed to Machen’s leadership. As Wooley notes, “with an independent seminary
already operating, if an independent mission board was successful the small group of ministers
dominating the church might lose their power and influence.”486 These individuals in turn used
the courts of the denomination against Machen and other members of the Independent Board to
bring them to trial in the denomination’s courts. Wooley notes that the “Minutes of the General
Assembly” of 1934 went as far as to claim of those involved with the Independent Board that:
A church member or an individual church that will not give to promote the officially
authorized mission program of the Presbyterian Church is in exactly the same position

485

Kotter, Leading Change, 44.

486
Paul Wooley, The Significance of J. Gresham Machen Today (Nutley, NJ: Presbyterian and
Reformed Publishing Company, 1977), 38.

.

212
with reference to the Constitution of the Church as a church member or an individual
church that would refuse to take part in the celebration of the Lord’s Supper. 487
In Machen’s case, though driven by a biblical vision for change, he was opposed by predictable
opponents who employed every weapon at their disposal to stop him. Modern change leaders can
learn from Machen not only to expect opposition initially, but continually throughout the
process, and to expect the level of resistance to rise as positive change increases.
Secondly, current change leaders can learn from Machen’s experience that while
predictable opposition will arise, change leaders need to remain aware that new opposition will
arise as well. Machen had worked within the Presbyterian system to attempt to bring change to a
missions program drifting under the growing influence of Modernism even prior to the
foundation of Westminster. He repeatedly expressed his concerns to the Senior Secretary of the
Board of Foreign Missions, Dr. Robert E. Speer, and sought an overture to the General Assembly
containing his concerns along with suggested corrections to the program, all to no avail.488
Machen believed he had no faithful option but to establish the Independent Board so as to
provide a venue of biblical oversight and accountability for those seeking to serve on the mission
field under such leadership. Following the final defeat of overtures before the denomination’s
highest court to reform the current board, Machen with the support of H. McAllister Griffiths
announced that a new and independent board would be established.489 Coray notes that Machen
viewed the moment as a “providential opportunity,” but this was not the view of many close to
Machen in his efforts up to that point.490 In the minds of many Westminster Theological
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Seminary board members, the independent mission board was a threat to the success of that
change initiative. Wooley notes that they believed that in Westminster they had a “successful
accomplishment, the founding, and maintenance of a Bible-believing seminary, preparing
ministers for the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A.”491 The new initiative was a danger in the
”most serious way” as new questions for qualification for office in the denomination were arising
from the issue of the independent missions board.492 As a result of this new opposition within
those Machen viewed to that point as staunch allies, Machen would lose significant support
including the majority of the new seminary’s board, founding faculty member O. T. Allis, and
friends like Clarence E. Macartney and Samuel G. Craig with whom Machen had founded the
original Christianity Today magazine. The loss of such support was “calamitous” to Machen.493
Modern leaders can learn from Machen that support will shift during the overall change effort
and former allies have the potential to become significant new opponents as developments arise.
Finally, current leaders must learn through Machen’s experience that doing the right
thing and continuing to drive new change may well lead to significant personal costs for the
change leader. The creation of the Independent Board, though biblically responsible, brought
Machen up on charges before his denomination and led to his being defrocked by his
denomination after decades of committed ordained ministry. Wooley points out that the scope of
the cost to Machen was even greater when he writes that “weighed down by these
disappointments Machen succumbed to an infection that ended in pneumonia. He died in the
evening of January 1, 1937, in St. Alexius Hospital of Bismarck, North Dakota.”494 Current
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leaders called to lead change in all contexts, ecclesiastical or within the sphere of national
security, must remain resolved to the strength of their change cause and must know that lasting
sacrifice may be the cost of their cause.
Lessons Learned from Stage Eight
Stage eight concerns the anchoring of change in the organizational culture. As described,
Machen and his fellow founders of Westminster Theological Seminary were extremely
intentional and successful in anchoring a culture of faithfulness to the Scriptures, the
Westminster Standards, and to academic scholarship at the new seminary. That culture remains
intact at Westminster nearly 100 years later.
What contemporary leaders can learn from this experience is that institutions need
guardians of their culture, not only to maintain the culture, but the organization. During the
twenty or so years that the Presbyterian Controversy was in flux in the Presbyterian Church in
the U.S.A., the influence of Modernism seeped into the culture at Princeton Theological
Seminary. This seepage led to both administrative and theological realignment of the institution
to such a degree that when Machen spoke at the opening ceremonies of Westminster on
September 25, 1929, he declared that “Princeton Seminary is dead.”495 Certainly, that wellendowed institution still exists as a seminary of its denomination, but it no longer existed or
exists in the spirit it did when men like Charles Hodge, B. B. Warfield, or Machen taught there in
the service of the historic Reformed faith. Modern leaders can learn from Machen’s experience
the importance of maintaining an effective assessment of the organizational climate to ensure
that once change has occurred, there is no thaw in what Lewin called the “freeze” of the culture.
Also, modern leaders are reminded from Machen’s experience that organizations and institutions
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are open systems with permeable boundaries and they must protect the entities entrusted to them
from forces in the surrounding environment that can and will enter and seek to change the
integrity of the organization. Such protection requires vigilance and situational awareness and
leaders can never let the danger of complacency diminish the protection of the institution’s
foundations.
These represent some lessons learned from Machen’s experience as highlighted by the
architecture of Kotter’s eight stages. This research does not claim that this is a comprehensive
list of lessons learned, but does claim that these lessons learned provide an affirmative answer to
the primary research question, “does the change leadership of J. Gresham Machen during the
doctrinal controversy between Fundamentalists and Modernists in American Presbyterianism
provide biblically grounded lessons learned for current leaders that can be framed theoretically
by John Kotter’s eight stages for change leadership?” This research developed lessons learned
for change leaders who have the responsibility to lead change both in the Church and in other
fields such as the military context. Having arrived at an affirmative answer to that primary
question, this work will now conclude with a brief discussion of issues for further study.
Recommended Issues for Further Study
Machen was successful in his change leadership in establishing Westminster Theological
Seminary, the Independent Board of Presbyterian Foreign Missions, and the Orthodox
Presbyterian Church. None of these developments were without challenges and the two
remaining entities, Westminster and the Orthodox Presbyterian Church have had and continue to
persevere through select challenges. On the other hand, the denomination in which Machen’s
change leadership arose, the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A., as well as his former institution,
Princeton Theological Seminary, also continue to exist. While this research has shown that
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Kotter’s framework does highlight lessons learned from Machen’s change leadership, it does not
suggest that his change leadership was comprehensive in its success. One could argue that Harry
Emerson Fosdick was also a change leader and that the growth and expanding reach of
Modernism suggests that his change leadership exceeded Machen’s. Conversely, the
Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. is a denomination in the 21st Century of much less size and its
membership numbers continue to evaporate. As such, research that can more effectively reflect
metrics for ecclesiastical success regarding real, enduring positive change would be of benefit
and of encouragement to leaders facing the challenges of slow growth or minimal evidence for
change as they strive to remain faithful during the experience of change leadership’s
requirements.
Also, as noted previously, change leaders will face opposition visible and invisible. Paul
notes in Ephesians 6 the reality of spiritual warfare and that there are “cosmic” opponents in the
“heavenly places.” The Apostle goes on in Ephesians 6 to charge believers to “be strong in the
Lord and in the strength of his might” and to “put on the whole armor of God.” Modern change
leaders would benefit from exegetical research that clearly articulates the dynamics of spiritual
warfare that spiritual change leaders in the church will face and how they can best prepare to
employ the “full armor of God” proactively and protectively in the pursuit of the change
leadership responsibilities that God gives them,
Conclusion
This research set out to explore the change leadership of J. Gresham Machen during the
Fundamentalist and Modernist controversy. In that process, it explored biblical change
leadership exercised by the Apostle Paul in his dealings with the Galatian church as a theological
framework. It answered a primary research question by way of previously exploring four
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secondary research questions and employed the eight stages for successful change leadership
developed by John P. Kotter as a technical framework to do so. In the end, this research found an
affirmative answer to the primary research question “does the change leadership of J. Gresham
Machen during the doctrinal controversy between Fundamentalists and Modernists in American
Presbyterianism provide biblically grounded lessons learned for current leaders that can be
framed theoretically by John Kotter’s eight stages for change leadership?” With that affirmative
answer, the research proposed lessons learned for current leaders from Machen’s change
leadership experience. Those lessons learned were presented in the framework of Kotter’s eight
stages and provide insights applicable to modern change leaders in both the ecclesiastical context
and others such as the military. In that regard, this research was successful in its goals and closes
in the satisfaction that it now provides modern change leaders with information to inform and
encourage them in the midst of their own change leadership callings.
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